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that deterioration is inevitable with racial change.

East Side residents whb live on blocks where large ﬁieces of litter
or visible signs of housing deteriqration are present are m;ch more likely,
controlling for all other factors, to see the neighborhood as racially un-
stable. The modeled percentages are shown in the following display:

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of
block conditions (East Side White Owners)

Large Litter Visible Flaws on

on Lawns Housing Facades
No 59 No 68
Yes 31 Yes 51

These features of the quality of land use are directly observable signs of
decline in the appearance of the neighborhood. Such signs are threatening
and are translated into the perception of neighborhood instability.

A counter to these threats might occur if rehabilitation were to
begin on the block or if one could maintain his/her satisf-ction with the &ay
property values are going. Each of these factors indicates some ease about
the viability of one's investment in the neighborhcnd. Each féctor is strongly
related to the perception of stability, as is shown in the following
display:

Modeled percent percelving gtability as a function of
rehabilitation din progress om the block and satisfaction
with property values (East Side White Owners)

Rehabilitation
In Progress

Satisfaction with Trend
in Property Values

Yes 73 High 4 80
No 52 3 68
2 56

Low 1 44

When we turn to the perceived consequences of integration scale in

East Side, we get some insight into the special pattern between that and
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perceptions of stability whilch characterizes the defended working class
neighborhood. For one segment of the community, the scale works very much
the way it does in the sample as a wholej those who score high are more likely
to percelve the neighborhood as stable. However, there is a group for whom
the relationship is reversed-~that 1s, they are more likely to see the neigh~
borhood as stable if they believe deterioration is inevitable when change
takes place. This group exemplifies the psychology of the defended neighbor-
hood. In this case, they defend themselves by joining organizations '"‘concerned
with the quality of community life." They perceive the neighborhood as stable
not because of some benign conception of integration, but because they are
committed to not letting integration happen. For them, East Side is stable"‘
because their organizations will not permit change.

ﬁodeled percent percelving stability as a function of

perceived consequences of integration and membership in
community organizations (East Side White Owners)

Perceived Consequences of Organizational
Integrativn Scale Score Membership
No Yes
Not threatening 1 65 44
0 61 48
-1 57 52

In Portage Park, the situation is in some respects similar to East
Side and in other respects quite different. Ihere is Ao direct relation
between dissatisfaction with property values and the perception of neighbor-
hood instability in Portage Park. In addition, there is no relation between
any of the directly visible signs of neighborhood decline=-e.g., litter, de-
terioration--and fears about instability. Since the general issue of imminent
racial change is less salient in Portage Park, there is less of a tendency to
jump on specific block or neighborhood problems as signs that something bad

is about to happen.
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There is, however, a relationship between living on a block with
frame flats and the perception of racial change in Portage Park. We mapped
out the individual cases in this neighborhood to see if blocks with frame
flats were also more likely to contain Hispanic, Filipino and other non-white
regsidents (thexe are no blacks in our Portage Park sample), Thils was, in
fact, the case. The presence of frame flats is an indicator that a white
owner has a higher chance of living on a block that also houses minority
residents. White owners in this position in Portage Park are, controlling
other factors, a full 37 percent more likely than those who are not in this
position to regard the neilghborhood as racially unstable.
| When we turn to satisfaction with safety, we discover tnat Portage
Parkers are, in their orientation, much like those in East Side who belong
to orgaoizations. As shown in the following display, among those satisfied
with the safoty of their neighborhood, those who are more likely to perceive
negative consequences from integration are also more likely to see thelr
neighborhood as stable.
Mbdeledvpercent percelving stability as a function of
perceived consequences of integration and satisfaction
with neighborhcood safety (Portage Park White Owners)

Perceived Consequences Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score

of Integration Scale

Low . High
Score o 3 g
* 65 62
Not threatening g N . o
1 64 67 70
: 0 62 68 74
Threatening -1 60 69 78

Right now, they know that the neighborhood is stable and that they do not
have much of a crime problem. Indeed, these two facts were important in their

decision to move to Portage Park. Residents there rank among the highest in
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the percentage who viewed "the safety of the neighborhood" (83 percent) and
"having neighbors mostly of your own race" (70 percent) as important factors
in thelr decision to move into the neighborhood, They are, then, much like
residents in other working class neighborhoads who are prepared to fight
integration, beczuse of the negative consequences which they anticipate will
follow., In this sense, they demonstrate the bsycholog§ of the defended
neighborhood that has not yeo been called upon to defend itself.

Middle Class Neighborhoods. There are three middle class neighborhoods where

there are enough cases to study white perceptions of neighborhood stability:
Beverly, where we are able to study white home owmers; and Lincoln Park and
Hyde Park/Kenwood, where we are able to study white renters. The poychology
of neighborhood stability is a little different in each area--the factors

that are the most important in maintaining neighborhood confidence vary
slightly between the neighborhoods. In Lincoln Park, people are greatly
concerned about the usability of public space, in Hyde Park/Kenwood about
housing quality, and in Beverly about property values. Crime and victimization
are critically important, however, to the perception of stability in all

three neighborhoods.

In Lincoln Park, the parks, playgrounds and other open spaces have
played an important role in the revitalization of the community, They
represent a set of neighborhood amenities that have helped attract the gentri-
fying white population. The lakefront property has always been a haven for
wealthy white residents. In the interior of the neighborhood, parks and open
spaces have sometimes‘provided the geographic focus for redevelopment and
rehabilitation projects. Unlike the situation in some other neighborhoods;
in Lincoln Park, the parks and open spaces are a neighborhood selling point.
Because of this, there is a very strong positive relationship between the

presence of these amenities and the perception of stability when people feel
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secure enough to enjoy the open areas. When satisfaction with the level of

safety is low, there 1s much less of a positive effect of these neighborhood
amenities onlconfidence in neighborhood stability. The relationship between
these factogs is shown in the following display:

Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of

satisfaction with safety and the presence of open space
(Lincoln Park White Renters)

Open Space Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score
Low High
2 ‘ 3 4
No 49 46 43
Yes 56 ' 69 82

The ability to enjoy the open space affects the quality of life in Lincoln
Park in other ways as well. Those who say there is a problem with drug users
and bothersome people on the streets are also less likely to be confident in
the stability of the neighborhood.

In Hyde Park/Kenwood, there is less concern than in Lincoln Park
about the public space and more concern about the quality of housing and land
use. Those who live on blocks with vacant lots and/or blocks where the
housing has visible signs of deterioration are more likely to see the neigh-
borhood as unstable. There is also a very strong relationship between satis-
faction with safety and the perception of stability in Hyde Park/Kenwood. The
relations between each of these factors and stability are shown below:

Modeled percent perceilving stability as a function of quality

measures and satisfaction with safety (Hyde Park/Kenwood White Renters)

Visible Flaws in
Housing Facades

Presence of
Vacant Lots

Satlsfaction with Safety
Scale Score

No 72 No 74 High 4 86
Yes 53 Yes 60 3 80
2 74
1 68

Low O 62
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As for white owners in general, when we move to white home owners

in Beverly, we find that satilsfaction with property values is the strongest
correlate of the perception of neighborhood stability. Those who are satis=—
fied with the way property values are going are much more certain of neighbor-
hopd stabllity than those who are not. This is shown in the following
display: .

Modeled percent perceiviﬁg stability as a function of

satisfaction with the tvend in property values (Beverly

White Owners)

Satisfaction with Trend
in Property Values

High 4 89
3 80
2 71
Low 1 62

Qur field work found that houses are lower in price in the eastern section
of Beverly where most racial integration i1s occurring. This might explain
a great deal of the relationship between satisfaction with appreciation &nd
the parception of stability. This contextual explanation is, however, adjusted
for in our sguation because the eastern section of the neighborhood is also
the area where the housing stock contains the greatest number of flats. The
perceived concentration of non-whites in this area is unquestionable. Beverly
residents who live on a block with flats are 35 percént more likely than those
who do not to say thelr neighborhood is unstable, After adjusting for this
correlation, there is still the strong relationship for all Beverly residents
between digsatisfaction with property values and the perception of instability.
The other threat to neighborhood interests that makes a difference in
the perception of stability in Beverly is victimization. Controlling all
other factors, those who have been victimized are much less positive about

the future of the nedghborhood.
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Victimization also undercuts the perception that integration need

not lead to decline. For those who have not been victimized, there is a strong

relationship between this scale and the perception of neighborhood stability.
For those who have been victimized, the relationship is still present, but

is considerably weaker. This is shown in the following display:
Modeled percent perceiving stability as a function of
perceived consequences of integration and victimization

(Beverly White Owmers)

Percelved Consequences Victimization
of Integration.Scale
Score No Yes
Not Threatening 3 94 75
2 83 71
1 72 © 67
Threatening 0 61 63

Hispanics. In the final part of this cﬁapter, we will combine the responses
of Hispanic owners and renters to examine thé correlates of the perception
of racial stability in this group. We should notg that this procedure com-
bines hetercgeneous neighborhoods and social classes. Our alternative, how-
ever, was to ignore tha Hispanics entirely, since there are too few cases
for a more narrowly refined analysis.

As with whites in East Side, Hispanics interpret the presence of
large litter on the block as a sign of racial instability. And, similarly,
for Hispanics, the presence of rehabilitation activity on the block is a
positive factor in perceptions of racial stability.

Although Hispanics are less positive than Portage Park whites in
thelr general assessment of the consequences of racial change (the range
on the per;eived consequences scale is more negative): being satisfied with

" the safety of the neighbdrhood has the same effect here that it does among

Portage Park whites. Among those who are satisfied, those who are more

negative about the consequences of change are less likely to see it occurring.
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The relations between these factors are shown in the folloﬁing display:

Modeled percent perceiving stébility as a function of perceived

consequences of integratio .
safety (Hispanics) g n and satisfaction with neighborhood

Perceived Consequences

Satisfact
of Integration Scale ction with Safety Scale Score

A Score Low . Eigh
2 3 4
Not Threatening 1 75 74 73
Q 72 74 76
-% 69 . 74 79
The - 66 74 82
eatening -3 63 74 85

We have now seen that the perception of racial stability is a

centrally important factor in how people view their neighborhoods, We have -

also seen the ways enters insc
¥8 in which crime enters fnto this perception. We now turn

more directly to concerns about crime.




ettt e R S o 1 : P SR

|

1
e/
it

~230- %
s;; ~231=
%
' S
C TABLE 11.1 b \i) , TABLE 11.2
b TION PREDICTING . '
REGREE%IT%I gigiﬁi ggiBTIEZEET’?QggR WHITE OWNERS : : REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING
PERC . PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE OWNERS
IN PORTAGE PARR, BEVERLY AND EAST SIDE
Slope
Predictor Variable 2=2E2 Predictor Variable Portage Park Beverly East Side
1. Perceived Consequences of Integration .03 _
-.02 1. Education: College v Grade .33 .16 .18
2. Victimization - High School v Grade .13 .25 .00
* t e 05
3. Percelved Consequences*Victimization 2. satisfaction with Property Values .09 .12
. .17
4, View of Neighborhood Inv?stment Opportunity 3. Rehabilitation in Progress . .21
- .06
5. Satisfaction with Property Values . 4. Visible Flaws in Housing Facades -.17
6. Rehabilitation in Progress .10 5. Large Litter on Lawns : -.28
= 24
7. Presence of Frame Flats 6. Presence of Frame Flats -.37
8. gresence i Parks, Alleys or other Open -.13 ‘ 7. Presence of Flats -.35
- paces
(\ ‘ ) Q D 8. Perceived Consequences of ' -
| Integration .08] 11 .04
2
R" = .16 9. Victimization .26 .02 .10
10. Perceived Consequences*Victimization -.07] -.08
11. sSatisfaction with Neighborhood -
Safety .06 -.10]
12. Percelved Consequences*Satisfaction .
with Safety -.03} - -.03]
13. Membership in Neighborhood -
Improvement Organizations : ' -~.13
14, Percelved Consequences*Membership -.08
15. Presence of Parks, Alleys, or other - -
Open Spaces -.18 -.65 -,22
16. Presence of Parks, etc.*Satisfaction
with Safety .22
v v 17. Presence of Parks, etc.*Victimization -.31 =44
% = .26 .23 .24
|
]
N e R == . " |
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TABLE 11.3

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATION PREDICTING
PERCEIVED RACIAL STABILITY FOR WHITE RENTERS

Predictor Variable

Perceived Consequences of Integration

View of Neighborhood Investment
Opportunity

Satisfaction with Neighborhood Safety

Large Litter on Lawns

R™ = .14

=5 - ' Y

g -

Slope

.04

.14
'05
At} 17
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TABLE 11.4

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING
PERCEIVED RACTAL STABILITY FOR WHITE RENTERS
IN LINCOLN PARK AND HYDE PARK/KENWOOD

Predictor Variable Lincoln Park Hyde Park/Kenwood
1. Education: College v Less .22
2. TIncivility -.10
3. Vacant Lots -.35 -.19
4. Visible Flaws in Housing Facades -.14
5. Family Income .007
6. Perceived Constquences of - i
Integration .10 ;
7. Satisfaction with Nedghborhood E
Safety -.03 .06 :
8. Perceived Consequenceg* ?
Satisfaction with Safety -.03
9. Presence of Parks, Alleys. or i
other Open Spaces ' -.25 [
1Q. Presence of Parks, etec.* )
Satisfactdion with Safety .lé
2

e s et e e

R = .15 .22
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TABLE 11,5

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATION PREDICTING
PERCEIVED RACTAL STABILITY FOR HISPANICS

Predictor Variable

Rehabilitation in Progress
Large Litter on Lawns

Incivility
Perceived Consequences of Integration

Satisfaction with Neighborhood Safety

Perceived Consequences#®
Satisfaction with Safety

R. = 023

Slope

.27
~.22
-.11
.09
.02
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CHAPTER 12

THE IMPACT OF CRIME: PERCEPTIONS OF RISK

AND SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY

In this chapter, we focus primarily on two aspects of d¢rime--the
perception of risk in the neighborhood an& satisfaction with the gsafety of
the nelghborhood. These two measures tap different dimensions of the crime
problem; satisfaction with neighborhood safety involves both different and
2 wider range of correlates than does perceived risk. In the next chapter,
we will see that satisfaction with safety also makes much more of a difference
than perceived'risk in one's attitude toward neighborhood investment. 'To
have a basis for interéreting these findings, we begin here with a discussion
of cur measures of perception of risk and satisfaction with safety and the

relation between tii: two.

The measure of perception of risk is based on the following two

questions:

"How much crime would you say there is in your own immediate
neighborhood-~a lot, some, or only a litele?"

"Would you sa& that tﬁe likelihood you will be a victim of a
crime in your neighborhood during the coming year is high,
moderate or low?"
Responses were scored 1, 2 and 3 to indicate low, querate or high amounts
of perceived risk and then summed. The result was a skewed variable. Most
of our respondents believe there is little crime and a low pProbability of
victimization. To avoid some of the problems that arise from outlying cases
on a skewed dependent variable, the top two categories were combined, result—
ing in a range of 1 to 5 for the scale of perceived risk.

The scale of perceived risk was chosen for the analysis because it

has many desirable measurement properties (high variation, reliability, few



~

~236-

contaminating or double-barreled influences in question wording) and yet, at

-~ the same time, correlates very highly with many of our other measures of fear

and perceptions of crime. These other measures, ranging from statements of

fear of one's neighborhood to behaviors that one might have undertaken because

of crime, are summarized in Table 12.1. This table shows both the percent of

owners and renters in éach race/ethnic group who responded positively to the
items and how strongly each of the items correlates with the scale of per-
ceived rigk.

When the correlation between a measure in Table 12.1 and the scale
of percelved risk is high, we can say that the scale of risk is standing for
the alternative measure, even though the meszsure is not included in the scale,
On the other hand, when an item does not correlate very strongly with the
scale of perceived risk, we have found a domain that is not well represented
by our scale, and we should be careful not to generalize to this domain when
we discuss the results of the énalysis of the scale of perceived risk. In
short, the correlations between the items in Table 12.1 and the scale of
perceived risk give us a better understanding of what the scale really means—-
what kinds of fears of and responmses to crime are part and parcel of the
perception of risk in the nedighborhood.

Table 12.1 shows the change in the predictgd score on the scale of

perceived risk for each of the other measures. A double asterisk means that

a one unit increase on the item is associated with a one unit increase on the

scale of perceived risk. These items are the ones that could just as well

have been used in the scale without substantially changing the pattern of the

results. A single asterisk means that the item is associated with a .5 lncrease

in the scale of perceived risk and, thus, is moderately correlated with the

scale. The items that are not asterisked do not correlate strongly with the

scale and represent fears and behaviors that are largely independent of ome's

evpgrwns
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TABLE 12,1

FEAR OF AND RESPONSES TO CRIME: PERCENT
§ : RESPONDING POSITI
TO EACH ITEM WITHIN EACH HOUSING MARKET GROUP vELY

Percent Among...

Reactions that Correlate

Strongly with Perceived Risk White Black Hispanic

Owner Renter Owner Renter Owmer Renter

1. Often worry about being victim-

1zed in the neighborhood 24%%  30%% 37%%  34%% 17%% 23%%
2. Feel uneasy when they hear
footsteps 59%  g6% 73 74% 54 65%

3. Worry that home will he burglarized 37% 39% 41%  L6% 46 54
4. Arrange to walk outdoors with others 30% 37% 42%  43% 34%  35%
5. Afraid to walk at night 61*  73% 69%  gl* 66%  gO%

Reactions that Correlate
Moderately with Perceived Risk

6. Avoid using public transportation 30 37 32 32% 17 23%%
7. Installed a burglar alarm 16 09 . 21* 13 17%  Q9#%*
8. Installed other home security devices 59 50% 63% 62 41%  38%
9. Refused a job due to its unsafe
location 11 14 09 14% 18*%% 13%
Reactions that Correlate
Very Weakly with Perceived Risk
10. Engraved identification on valuables 27 22 36 26 20% 19
l}. Selected a residence for its )
safety features 2% 36 35 45 36 34 ’
12. Rept a watchdog 35 22 42 22 32%  19%
13. Kept a gun or other weapon at home 18 14% 39 31 25% 16
14. Would fear a stranger who asked |
for directions 48 55 60 62% 54 60 %
e
Items that predict approximately a 1.0 unit increase on the scale of perceived risk|

* Ttems that predict approximately a

I
!
i
!
!

+3 unit increase on the scale of perceived risk{

’
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feelings about the level of risk in the neighborhood.

Table 12.1 is organized in three parts to show how the particular
items are related to the risk scale. The first set of items are those that
are highly correlated with one's perception of the level of risk in the
nelghborhood. These items include: worry about one's own risk of being
victimized; fear of walking ip the neighborhood at night; worrying that ome's
home will be burglarized; feeling uneasy when cne hears footsteps outdoors
at night; and taking precautions to walk with others when one goes out in
the neighborhood. These items are, for almost all purposes, interchangeable
with the scale of percelved risk.

The second paré of Table 12.1 shows items that are in some cases
gtrongly celated to the risk scale, but not uniformly so. These are all
behavioral measures that are, presumably, results of one's perception of the
level of risk in the neighborhood: avoiding public transportation; installing
a burglar alarm; installing other home security devices such as burglar bars;
and refusing to take a job because it is located in an unsafe area. It is
interesting to note that the relation between these behavioral measures and
the perception of risk is strong for blacks and especially so for Hispanics,
but almost never significant for whites. When we interpret the risk scale
for minorities, we should be aware that there is a behavioral overtone having
to do with jobs, home safety, and public transportation that is more prouounced
than for whites.

Finally, the third part of Table 12.1 shows the items that do mot
correlate strongly with the risk scalé. It 15 interesting and occasionally
surprising to see the extent of some of these reactions~-for instance, over
30 percent of blacks say they have kept a gun or some other weapon at home
because of crime-<but it should be noted that they are largely independent

of the scale of perceived risk. It may be, of course, that having taken
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these precautions in some cases decreases the perception of risk. As one
South Shore respondent said in response to the question of why there is only
a little crime in the neighborhood, "They shoot Sack. They believe in
protecting themselves~-the neighbors."

We see from this small scaling study that perceived risk correlates
highly with many, but not all, of our other measures. Thus, when we discuss
the risk scale, we should recognize that we are largely discussing fear of
the streets, worries of personal victimization and fear of home invasion.

‘ The scale of satisfaction with the level of safety in the neighbor-
hood was based on the following two items:
" '
things In your melghbociont. | . hoe e BE By wich various
what satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with:
The reputation of your neighborhood
The safety of the neighborhood."
Each item was scored -2 to 2 and the two were added together for a satisfaction
with safety scale ranging from -4 to 4. Our finding that the "reputation" and
"safety" questions were a single, scalable factor is comsistent with previous
findings (Campbell, et al, 1976). Most respondents were satisfied with each
aspect of their neighborhood--the average scale score is around 2.0--but the
,Tésponses were not sSo extreme as to require special methods for dealing with
skewed or truncated variables.

The literature on the "quality of 1life" focuses a great deal of
attention on the'peasurement and interpretation of satisfaction. Some of these
"studies deal very broadly with satisfaction in all areas of life (e.g., Andrews
and Withey, 1976; Campbell, Converse and Rodgers, 1976; Watts and Free, 1974).
Others deal more narrowly with neighborhood satisfaction and, as a primary
component ﬁhereofw satisfaction with the level of safety in the neighborhood

(e.g., Liu, 1975; Marans and Rodgers, 1974; Milbrath and Sahr, 1975).
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One of the intellectual riddles of the quality of life studies has
been to understand the relation between one's level of satisfaction and the
objective circumstances of one's 1ife. Different types of studies have ylelded
different results, leading to the general conclusion that any study of the
relation between satisfaction and objective.circumstgnces requires careful
analysis and explanation. For instance, depending on the unit of analysis
and one's choice of synchromic or diachronic methods, the relationship between
happiness and income is positive, negative or zero:

(a) At the individual level, those with more income say they
are happler (a positive relationship) (Gurin, Veroff and
Feld, 1960); but

(b) As real income levels have increased, the level of happiness
reported in national surveys has stayed the same (a zero
relationship, true for the U. S. and other Western
countries) (Easterlin, 1973); and, to complicate things further,

(c) Areas of the U. S. where the level of income is, on average,
lower (rural areas, the South) often show higher levels of
reported happiness (a negative relationship) (Marans and
Wellman, 1978; Taylor, 1980).

Tn his most recent book, The Semse of Well Being in America (1981),

Angus Campbell undertakes a heroic summary of the quality of life literature

and introduces several guldeposts for understanding the meaning of satisfaction

reports. He states that:

Satisfaction-dissatisfaction is a function of the gap the indi-
vidual perceives between his or her present situation and the
situation or status he or she aspires to, expects or feels
entitled to. Change in satisfaction level may result from a
change in perceived situatiom or a change in aspiration level
or both. (p. 24)

The difference between satisfaction and objective reports of objective environ-—

mental circumstances is that:

Satisfaction implies an act of judgment, a comparison of what
people have to what they think they deserve, expect or may
reasonably aspire to. If this discrepancy is small, the
result is satisfaction; if it is large, there is dissatisfac~-

tion (p. 22) . . .
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Satisfaction is 2 more cognitive process than fe;ling the
pleasant or unpleasant experiences of life, less immediate, more
dependent on judgmental comparison of one's present circumstances
with what is thought to be an apprupriate standard. People's
clrcumstances change but their standards of judgment tend to
accomodate toc these changes and thelr levels of satisfaction

tend to remain constant.

We believe that these guides to the meaning of satlsfaction reporfs
Help us understand our finding that satisfaction with the safety of a neigh;
borhood can be quite high even though the perceived level of risk is also quite
high because other neighborhood amenities make living in the neighborhood
worth 1t, A person canm live in a high risk area and still be satisfied with
the level of safety if, for instance, there is high quality housing, there are
desirable public spaces nearby, the neighborhood is close to where the person
works, or the person thinks the situation in the neighborhood is bad, but also
believes that things will improve.

' Figure 12.1 illustrates the relationship between perceived level of
risk.gnd satisfaction with safety in our eight' neighborhoods. The x-axis

shows the average neighborhood score on thé scale of risk; the y-axis shows

the average neighborhood score on the scale of satisfaction. The line has

been drawn in free hand to draw attention to the general pattern of data points.
The low risk neighborhoods--Beverly, Portage Park, énd East Side--gare all
relatively high on the satisfaction scale. The middle and high risk neighbor-
hoods show little systematic relationship with satisfaction; some are low
satlsfaction areas, some are high.

Given the magnitude of the differences generally between our six ethnic/
ownership status groups, it might he guggested that there is a compositional
effect operating hera. If this were so, we would expect the patterm in
Figure 12.1 to disappear when the neighborhood housing market composition is

taken into account. In fact, thls does not occur. With one exception, the

housing market groups within any neighborhood are closely clustered around the

SO,
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Perceived Risk of Victimization in the Neighborhood and

Satisfaction with the Safety and Reputation of the Neighborhood
Sagisfaction
with Safety
-
3 e
e East Side
oLincoln Park
2
o Hyde Park/Kenwood
1
Back of the Yards®
South Shore
Austin '
- l i - ]
3 3 4

Perceived Risk
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average neighborhood score on each dimension in Figure 12.1. This clustering
is shown in Figure 12.2.

Part a, the upper half of Flgure 12.2,.shows the group scores within
tﬁe Beverly, Hyde Park/Kenwcod and Back of the Yards neiéhbﬁrhoods. Part b,
the lower ha}f of Figure 12.2, shows the group clusters for East Side, Lincoln
Park and Austin. Because of space limitations, the neighborhobds of Poétage
Park and Snuth Shore are not shown. If they were on the graph, Portage Park
would overlap almost completely with Beverly, and South Shore would overlap
with Austin. '

The principal finding from Figure 12.2 is that the pattern of
neighborhood diffgrEnces shown in Figure 12.1 is not due to compositiomnal
effects. The general relationship between risk and satisfaction still holds:
low risk means high satisfaction; high risk means vari;bility in satisfaction
depending on the circumstances of the neighborhood.

The one ﬁeighborhood that clusters poorly.is Back of the Yards. In
this neighborhood, the pattern of scores reflects the overall pattern of |
differences betﬁeen neighborhoods: the low risk groups are relatively high ;
on satisfaction; the high risk groups show variability. What defines the
variability in group profiles is ethnicity. In Back of the Yards, Hispanics:

are the group with the lowest perceived risk and the highest satisfactionm,
whites make up the high risk-high satisfaction group, and blacks are the high
risk~low sgtisfactioﬁ group.

It would be easy to generalize from the pattern in Back of the Yards
and say that compared to whites, Hispanics are disproportionateiy well-
satlsfied with\their opportunities féf urban living, and blacks are dispro-
portionately on the low end of the subjective rating scales-~even when the
three groups are describing more or, less the same set of objective neighborhood

il

circumstances.
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Figure 12.2 Perceived Risk of Victimization and Satisfaction with Safety and ; . When we look at the other neighborhoods, however, the patterns in
, Reputation of the Neighborhood by Housing Market o ) ‘
(i. Satisfaction Composition Within Neighborhood ‘ é‘ N Figure 12.2 do not support this generalization. Within any of the other
with §ifety ’ : neighborhoods, the average scores for blacks on either dimension are about
) wo the same as the average scores for the white groups. There are strong black-
3+
80 white racial differences in risk and satisfaction with neighborhood safety
Beverly ) ) . : .
(Portage Park) ’ when we pool the data for all eight neighborhoods. If we try to statisti=~
_ BO cally adjust or explain these differences by, for instance, comntrolling for
2 4
Hyde Park i victimization or any of several social c;ass measures, we explain some of °
Figure 12.2a : \\ < \uqﬂjfp ' the difference but never the whole amount. The residual race difference,
' after statistical controls, is described in the literature as the effect of
1 —— .
disgcrimination, black demoralization, or some other unmeasured, racialiy-
linked variable. What we have found in Figure 12.2 is that within the
Back of the Yards ‘ ‘ neighborhoods in our analysis, there is generally very little difference
0 -+ ‘ .
B ) ‘ . between blacks and whites in reactions to crime. With precise contextual
(~ e l } : ' < ) measures and contextual controls, then, the overall race difference in our
2 . 3 . 4 sample digappears. The importance of this finding for the literature is that
Satisfaction Perceived Risk |
with Safety the persisting black-white difference on many of these measures may possibly
be explained by incomplete or inadequate measurements of the neighborhood
3 - Fast Side
context of the survey respomdents.
We see, then, that the neighborhood is of primary importamce in
HR incoln Park
i < WR ‘ explaining the variation in survey responses to questions of perceived risk
2 4 B“ wo WO White Owner .
WR White Renter | and satisfaction with neighborhood safety. We now turn from the relationship
. : BO Biack Owner hetween these two measures to am examination of the correlates of each within
Figure 12.2b ) . §
BR Black Renter .
each neighborhood. Here, thazre are significant differences between whites,
1 ‘Hispanic Owmer ' :
:g . isian ic Remter blacks, Hispanics, owners and renters. Therefore, the analysi§ within any
) neighborhood could not pool the responses for the groups defined by these
(j . WO JAustin | @i} variables. However, most neighborhoods contain significant proportions of
= T (South Shore) ’ .
‘ only one or two of the ethnic/ownership status groups; comsequently, in the
. L 1
J ' i
2 3 4
Perceived Risk
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subsequent analyseé, we restrict our statistical conclusions to the onme or
two groups that live in great numbers in the area. Thus, for Beverly, we
analyze the'responses of white owners, white renters and black renters are
considered.iﬁ Hyde Park/Kenwood, and so om. |

Table 12.2 shows the nonstandardized regression slopes for the
equatioﬁs predicting the percelved level of risk within each neighborhood.
Reading across the columns of Table 12.2, we see that the most important
single factor, in ;he sense that the slopes are strong and significant in
every neighborhood, is the presence of bothersome people and/or drug users
on the streets. These measures were base& on similar questions about the
level of "incivility" analyzéd in the various reports published by the
Center for Urban Affairs at Northwestern University. As an example of how
to interéret the slopes, in Beverly, for each point increase on the incivility
scale, there is an increase of .27 in the predicted score on the scale of
perceived risk. A person who reports that both drug users and bothersome
people are somewhat of a problem in the area is, on average, .54 points higher
on the scale of perceived risk. The effect of incivility on perceived risk
is greatest among renters, and especially among renters in Hyde Park/Kenwood,
Lincoln Park, and Austin. These three neighborhoods also have among the
highest crime rates.

Not surprisingly, the experience of victimization has a fairly con-
sistent, large effect on the perception of risk in the neighborhood. Victimi-
zation is defined as whether the respondent.or a household membe: experienced
any sort of personal or property crime in the neighborhood in the last year.
In each neighborhood, those.who report a personal or houselbiold victimization
are about .2 to .5 points higher on the scale of percelved risk than those
who do not report such an event. The major exception is black home owners;

in each neighborhood where there are enough such respondents to make the

e SNy
) ) )
TABLE 12.2
REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING
PERCEIVED RISK WITHIN EACH NEIGHBORHOOD
Beverly Portage East Lincoln Hyde Park/ South Austin
Park Side Park Kenwood Shore .
White White White White White Black Black Black Black Black
Owner Ouner Ouner Renter Renter Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter
Incivility -27 036 ¢22 049 ‘54 074 033 c24 |17 .42
Neighborhood
Deterioration 2l .12 15
Victimization .46 .20 .17 .38 .17 .35 .36 .
N
g
Vandalism .62 .33 n
Sex +29 .30
Single -.39
Avoid Public
Transportation 42 .13 49
Select Safe Home .17
Presence of Parks, etc. 24 .10 A .23 .16
R? .18 13,28 .22 35 .29 A1 .34 .33 .31
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analysis, there is no effect of victimization on the level of perceived risk,
controlling for the other factors shown.

The most interesting pattern among the remaining coefficients shows
the effect of certain objective environmental features on the level of per-
ceived risk. For home owners, there 1s a fairly consistent relation between
the presence of visible signs of néighborhood deterioration and the perception
of greater risk of victimization. The neighborhood deterioration scale is
based on respondents' reports of problems with garbage, unkept lawns, absentee
landlords, abandoned homes or wvacant lots. The presence of these signs of
deterioration is an alarming sign for home owners, but not necessarily for
renters. |

Renters are more affected by the physical features and usability of
the public space in the area. In most neighborhoods, renters who say they
have avoided public transportation because of fear of crime are more likely
to perceive risk in the area. Similarly, renters who live omn blocks where
there are playgrounds, alleys, or other open sp;ces perceive a greater risk
of victimization.

Table 12.3 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting
scores on the scale of satisfaction with safety. As in Table 12.2, the re-
gression equations are estimated on the available data within each neighborhqéd.

Once again, the presence of bothersome people and/or drug users is
an important correlate of satisfaction in almost every neighborhood. As
before, the effects of incivility are greatest in the neighborhoods where
the-crime rates are also the highest--Lincoln Park, Hyde Park/Kenwood, Sogth
Shore, and Austin. The direct experience of victimilzation is also an impor-
tant correlate of dissatisfaction in some of the neighborhoods. These are

also neighborhoods where victimization strongly predicted the perception of

risk. On the other hand, there are a few neighborhoods where victimization

TABLE 12.3

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING
SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY WITHIN EACH NEIGHBORHOOD

Beverly Portage East Lincoln Hyde Park/ South Austin
Park Side Park Kenwood Shore
White White White White White Black Black Black Black Black
Ouner Owner Owner Renter Renter Renter Owner Renter Owner Renter
Neighborhood
Deterioration -.28 -.22 =.58 -42 -.23 =.37 ~.25
Perceived Stability .82 .82 1.28 1.05 46 .26 )
N
™
Victimization -.55 -.84 -.33 -1.00 P
Vandalism
Presence of Flats -.40
Abandoned Units
Avold Public
Transportation -1.36
Psychological Attachment 41 43 1.48
R> .15 A5 .27 .35 A4 40 .27 .30 .20 .36
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predicts risk, but not satisfaction. Finally, as with perceived risk,
victimization does not affect satisfaction with safety among black home
owners.

Signs of deterioration come into full play as a predictor of dis-
satisfaction with safety in almost every neighborhood. The evidence of
disorder from garbage and neglect affects both renters and owners in their
level of satisfaction with the safety of the neighborhood.

For black renters, Table 12.3 shows that the feeling that the
neighborhood 1is "a real ﬁome and not just a place to live" is a strong
correlate of satisfaction with the level .{ safety. TFor black owners and
for whites, satisfaction with the safety of the neighborhood is strongly
correlated with the perception that the neighborhood is racially stable.
Neither of these factors affects the perceived level of risk; but, whatevér
the level of risk, each increases the satisfaction with the safety of the
neighborhood.

The question of whether the neighborhood is a real home or just a
place to live 1s a measure of psychological attachment and, as such, repre-
sents something like a summary statement about positive neighborhood qualities.
Why this relationship is present only for black renters is not completely
clear, but it may have to do with the historically precarious position of this
group in the housing market. It may be that having found a neighborhood to
which one can feel attached leads ome to be satisfied with safety even though
the risk of victimization 1s also perceived to be high.

As we discussed in Chapter 11, the issue of stabilitf includes not
only the race component, but also a social class component. Thus, our finding
that the relationship between perceived stability and satisfaction with safety

is present for black owners as well as for whites is explicable in terms of

\‘:_ﬁ"

»

N T

s

et
o

=251~

black middle class concerns that lower class blacks will move into the
neighborhood. In both cases, then, the perception of stability reflects one's
agsessment about the future of the neighborhood. In the absence of the sense
of precariousness generated by uncertainty about racial'stability, people are
satilisfied with the safety of the neighborhwod in spite of high perceived risk.

In line with our earlier discussion about the meaning of the per-
ceived risk and satisfacfion with safety meaéures, we see that risk is more
narrowly a report of objective conditions whereas satisfaction involves other
considerations. Risk is affected primarily by incivility, victimization,
and envirommental features. Satisfaction with safety is also affected by
these things,_although to different degrees and in somewhat different ways.
Satisfaction with safety is also, however, affected by more global assessments

about the present or future quality of the neighborhbod.

Hispanics and Some Observations About Ethnic Differences

The Hispanics in our study are concentrated in East Side, where about
half own their homes, and in Back of the Yards, where most are renters. In
the tables analyzed in the previous section, there were never enough cases to
analyze Hispanics separately within any particular neighborhood. 1In this
section, we will pool the Hispanic home owners from the different neighbofhoods
to compare thelr responses with those of black and white home owners. Simi-
larly, we will pool all Hispanic renters to compare their responses with
black and white renters'.

We noted in the discussion of the ethnic differences in Back of the
Yards that, in that neighborhood, Hispanics are the most secure and most satis-
fied group. When the results are pooled for all neighborhoods, this pattern
does not exactly hold. Although Hispanic owners and renters are more positive

on each measure than black owners and renters, they are somewhere between white
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owners and renters in aggregate levels of perceived risk and satisfaction
with safety. The scores for owners and renters in' each racial/ethnic group,
pooling the data for all neighborhoods, are shown in, Figure 12.3.

Table 12.4 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting
percelved risk‘amnng Hispanic owners and among Hispanic renters. These
slopes can be compared with the slopes in Table 12.2 as well as with those
for whites and for blacks also shown in Table 12.4.

As with black owners, Hispanic owners are not affected by victimi-
zation in their assessment of the level of risk in the neighborhood. The
principal finding from Table 12.4, however, is that we do not do well at all
in explaining the sources of the perception of risk among Hispanic owners.
The only correlate is the presence of deterioration and neglect on the block,
and the overall proportion of explained variance attributable to this cause
is small.

As with white and black renters, Higspanic renters are affected by
incivility and fears of public transportation in their assessment of the
level of risk in their neighborhood. Here, the predictor variables do a
better job in explaining the pattern of Hispanic responses.

Table 12.5 shows the regression slopes for the equations predicting
satisfaction with safety in the Hispanic owner and renter populations. Unlike
the black and white populations, the concerns of Hispanic¢ owners are not re—
lated to the perception of racilal stability and the concerns of Hispanic renters
are not tied to feelings that the neighborhood is a home. What does come
through quite strongly in the Hispanic population is the relation between
satisfaction with safety and reports of objective circumstances in the neigh-
borhood that make the area seem less safe and of lower quality. These objec—-
tive circumstances are incivility and our measure of deterioratiom/neglect.

As with the black and white populations, these are quite strong determinants
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Figure 12.3 Perceived Risk of Victimization in the Neighborhood and
Satisfaction with the Safety and Reputation of the Neighborhood

by Housing Market Composition

Satisfaction
with Safety
3=
oWhite Owners
24
® Hispanic Owners
Hispanic Renterse *White Renters
l L 4
#Black Owners
® Black Renters
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TABLE 12.4

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE EQUATIONS PREDICTING
PERCEIVED RISK WITHIN EACH HOUSING MARKET GROUP

White Black Hispanic White Black . Hispanic
Owner CQumer Owmner Renter ' Renter Renter
Incivility .20 .28 .27 .29 .33
Neighberhood
Deterioration .12 .16 * .07 .08
Victimization .40 .37 .33
Vandalism A7 .29
Sex .18
Single ~.49
Avold Public
Transportation .38 .35 .49
Select Safe Home .16
Presence of Parks,
etc. .24 .25
r? 21 .34 .06 .27 .29 .24

i e

TRy

RS TOR)

REGRESSION SLOPES FOR THE
SATISFACTION WITH SAFETY WITHIN
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TABLE 12.5

EQUATIONS PREDICTING
EACH HOUSING MARKET GROUP

White Black Hispanic White Black Hispanig
Owner Owner Qwner Renter Renter Renter
Neighborhoed .
Deterioration -.29 -.52 - 27 -.20 -.33 -, 32
Stable 58 1.13 1.07
Victimization -.79 -. 01
Vandalism -1.65
Presence of Flats -.48
Abandoned Units -2.81
Avoid Public
Transportation -. 54
Psychological
Attachment .38
R? 21 b4 .56 .27 .38 .29
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of satisfaction with safety in the Hispanic population.
Hispanic owners are the only group in our analysis whose satisfaction

with safety is affected by whether or not their home has been wvandalized. The
relations between victimization and satisfaction have been variable throughout
this chhpter, but it is interesting to note that, for this particular group,

vandalism and its possible association with gang activity is a particularly

upsetting phenomenon.

e

R T R T

()

CHAPTER 13

RACE, CRIME AND NEIGHBORHOOD INVESTMENT

As we have suggested throughout our discussion, the final approach
to the question of neighborhood maintenance must be ecomomic. How do
social forces align themsalves to encourage or discourage investment
in urban neighborhoods? 1In this chapter, we will isolate those charac-
teristics of neighborhoods and those experiences of individuals wﬁich are
most important for creating positive attitudes toward investment
opportunities. Because of our focus on orientations toward investment
and investment activity, we will here analyze only the responses of home
owners. A more thorcughgoing analysis would include similar gquestions
for landlords in areas with substantial numbers of multiple family
dwellings. Because of their relative absence in our survey, however,
they will not be included in the analysis.
We have constructed a two item investment satisfaction scale
as the primary dependent variable for the analysis in this chapter. The
investment satisfaction scale is made up of the following two survey
questions:
"We'd like to know how satisfied you are right now with
various things in your peighborhood...Are you very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat digsatisfied or
very dissatisfied with the way property values are going?f
"Suppose a family had saved its money and was thinking
about buying a house in your neighborhood. In your
opinion, would they be making a good financial investment,
or would they be better off investing their money in
another neighborhood?"

Satisfaction with the tremnd in property values was scored -2 to +2 as

was the respondent's recommendation concerning investment inside =2)

or outside (~2) the neighborhood. The resulting investment satisfaction
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scale ranges from ~4 to +4. The average neighborhood scores on this

scale ﬁor home owmers are shown in Table 13.1

TABLE 13.1

AVERAGE NEIGHBORHOOD SCORES ON INVESTMENT
SATISFACTION SCALE FOR HOME OWNERS

Netghborhood Qmers  mems  pepenle
Portage Park 2.6 - -
Lincoln Park 3.1 - -
Austin .3 S § -

Back of the Yards - .1 ‘ - .7 .8

. Beverly 3.2 2.9 -

Hyde Park/Kenwood 2.1 2.5 -

South Shore - 1.1 -

East Side 2.0 - 2.2
TOTAL OWNERS 2.3 1.0 1.1

?he investment satisfaction scale is directly ecoromic in
nature. In addition to the items constituting ié, we also asked
respondents how satisfied they were with "the quality of housing for

the money" and "the general appearance of the streets, grounds, and

. buildings in the area." These latter measures, although having an

economic overtoneé, are more inclusive assessments of the quality of the

neighborhood. We assume that dissatisfaction with these more general
aspects of the neighborhood contributes to the assumption that invest-
ment in the neighborhood is not worthwhile. Therefafe, we conétructed

a quality/appearance scale from these two items which we will employ
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as a predictor of people's willingness to invest in the neighborhood.
In later sections of this chapter, we will consider full regression
models for investment satisfaction which incorpérate as predictor
variables this scale as well as responses to crime, perceptions of
racial stability, and other individual and neighborhood characteristics.
First, however, we extend our discussion in Chapter 12 of the different
responses to crime and introduce the analysis of investment satisfaction

by considering the relations between these variables.

Investment Satisfaction and Responses to Crime

Figure 13.1 shows the average scores on the perceived risk and
investment satisfaction scales for the white, black, and Hispanic
owners in each neighborhood. The pattern in Figure 13.1 is similar to
that between perceived risk and satisfaction with safety found in Chapter
12. Beverly, East Side, and Portage Park are areas where risk is low
and investment satisfaction is high. Austin and Back of the Yards are
areas where risk 1s moderate to high and investment satisfaction is low.
South Shore, Hyde Park/Kenwooed, and Lincoln Park are areas where risk is
relatively high, but iinvestment satisfaction also ranges from moderate
to high.

At the aggregate neighborhood level, there is no relationship
between perception of risk and investment satisfaction. This does not
mean that crime and/or fear of crime are unrelated to neighborhood
investment, but rather that this particular reaction to crime is not
the component of the "crime problem" that is most directly discouraging

tQ neighborhood investment.
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The "crime problem" is discouraging to neighhorhood investment
when it changes the level of satisfaction people have with the safety
and reputation of the neighborhood. The neighborhood scores for invesat-
ment satisfaction as a function of the satisfactliiy with safety scale are
graphed in figure 13.2. The relationship between these two factors at
the neighborhood level 1s quite strong.

We learned in the last chapter that perception of risk, ineivility,
and sometimes victimization are among the factors that affect satisfaction
with the safety of the neighborhood. However, satisfaction with safety
also included more general considerations about the preseat or future
quality of the neigﬁborhood. It is this questioning about the future of
the area or the value of residing there because of ;rime that affects
the level of investment satisfaction. In the remainder of this chapter,

we will examine in a more detailed way how this conclusion applies in

Chicago neighborhood housing markets.

White Owners and an Qverview of Other Results

White home owners represent the single largest source of private
investment in urban neilghborhoods. Furthermoire, their standards for
evaluating neighhorhoods tend to become those of other key actors in the
urban development arena, including banks, city govermment, and even home
owners in other racial/ethnic groups. As we discussed‘in Chapter 1, one
of the reasons for the deterioration of urban housing stock is that
whites are leaving so fast that housing prices decline because supply

exceeds demand.

In this section, we will study the determinants of investment

I
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(‘» _ E (ﬁ:} satisfaction for white home owners. We will do this two ways: £first,
. : .
¥ by pooling the data for white owners in all eight neighborhoods; then,
Figure 13.2  Satisfaction with the Safety and Reputati:nt;ffthiion : by analyzing the responses of white owners within the three particular
| : Investment Satisiac :
Neighborhood and Neighborhood In : neighborhoods where there are enough cases for a separate analysis——
for Home Owners ‘
e White Portage Park, Beverly, and East Side. As we discussed in Chapter 11,
. Black
Investment = ,
Satisfaction s Hispanic there are some important conceptual and methodological differences between
T these two types of analysis. The pooled analygis aggregates several
\ Beverly different environmental contexts, whereas the within—neighbbrhood
Lincoln Park s analysis 1s a study of the more restricted range of circumstances in a
34
x particular context. In the present case, the first kind of analysis
@ Portage Par
shows some of the factors that differentiate good and bad housing markets
" ‘  East Side
Hyde Park P ) ' in the city. Within the specific neighborhoods, the focus is more on
2.‘  ————— . )
. the preferences and experiences that make the area seem like a good rather
P
( Qj} than a bad place to make one's home.
m South Shore We begin the analysis -by considering the effect of satisfaction
1i
. * with housing quality and nedghborhood appearance on investment satis-
? v Back of the Yards
: faction. Table 13.2 shows the relation between the quality/appearance
f Austin ( * u
{ - scale and the investment satisfaction scale. For each race/ethnic group

and in every neighborhood except Beverly, the srale of satisfaction with

quality and appearance 1s one of the strongest predictors of investment

satlsfaction.

gy -

One feature of Table 13.2 is that it standardizes for the

' ? . : reported level of satisfaction with appearance and guality, and then

. £ shows how much investment satisfaction is "produced" at that level for

1
3
4 s : ‘ :

| 1 2 ' 3 4 ,§ ! each race/ethnic group and for each neighborhood. Table 13.2 shows

-t

Satisfaction with Safety 5t that 2 given level of satisfaction with quality/appearance means more

(} , O l investment satisfaction and presumably more willingness‘ to invest
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TABLE 13.2
STANDARDIZED SCALE SCORES FOR THE RELATTONSHIP BETWEEN SATISFACTION

' ' 3 STMENT
WITH HOUSING QUALITY AND NEIGHBORHOOD APPFARANCE, AND INVE
SATISFACTION FOR RACE/ETHNIC GROUPS POOLED AND BY NEIGHBORHOOD

White ‘Owners Hispanic Black Owners
Satisfaction with Pooled Portage East Beverly Owners Pooled South Austin
Quality/Appearance Park Side Fooled Shore
- * % * % % A .3 -4

tew é 1.6 1.5 1.5 .0 .8 9 .0

1 1.9 2.0 1.8 .6 1.2 1.5 o4

2 2.3 2.4 2.0 1.1 1.6 2,1 .8

3 2.6 2.8 2.3 1.7 2.0 2;7 1;1
High 4 2.9 3.3 2.6 2.2 *

% roo few cases to predict accurately

for whites than it does for blacks and Hispanics. Among those living in
neighborhoods that rate a "Bh on the quality/appearance scale, for example,
whites rate the investment opportunities 2.6, blacks rate investment 2.0, and
Hispanics 1.7. The reason for this may be that each of the minority groups
se@s its own presence as a depressant on the future market or that, because of
generally lower incomes, one cannot be confident that other people will invest
at levels sufficient to maintain neilghborhood. quality even if one does invest
oneself. We will pursue aspects of these explanations in later parts.of this
chapter.

In the remainder of this section, we will examine the further correlates
of investment satisfaction among white owners. Among the most important of these
is a cluster of variablés indicating experiences with and responses to crime.

We noted in the discussion of Figure 13.2 that satisfaction with the
safety and reputation of the neighborhood is a determinant of investment
satisfaction when the analysis is bﬁsed on a comparison of aggregate neighbor-

hood scores.. This continues to be true when individuals are compared pooling
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over neighborhoods and a number of control variables are introduced. As

with the earlier analysis, perceptions of risk, fear of crime, and other
subjective reactions to crime do not affect investment satisfaction (apart
from their indirect contribution because of their effect on satisfaction with
safety). However, dissatisfaction with safety, avoiding public transportation
becausgé¢ of crime, and vandalism are all factors that lead white owners to be -
less certain that investment is worthwhile. The modeled scale scores for

the relations between each of these measures and investment satisfaction are

shown below:

Modeled sceres for the relation between reactiomns to crime and
investment satisfaction (White Owners)

Satisfaction Low 0 1.9 Avoid Public No 2.4 Vandalism No 2.4
with Safety 1 2.1 Transport Yes 2.1 Yes 1.9
Séale Score 2 2.3
3 2.4
High 4 2.6

These modeled scores show that, in general, people's responses to crime make
a great deal of difference in whether or not they are satisfied with the
opportunities for investment in their neighborhood.

When we examine the responses of white owners in 2ach particular
neilghborhood, we find that only in certain areas do the crime measures further
differentiate the population on the extent of investment satisfaction.
Looking at the analysis within contexts, we f£ind that victimization and
respouses to crime affect the investment satisfaction of white owners who
live in neighborhoods that have a significant black population. Within
Portage Park and East Side, there is do relation between victimization or any
measure of reaction to crime and investment satisfaction. But in Beverly,

there is a strong relation between satisfaction with safety and investment
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satisfaction, but primarily among those who believe the neighborhood is.

raclally unstable. The modeled data showing the effect of satisfaction with

- gafety on investment satisfaction for those Beverly residents who do and do

not consider the neighborhood to be racially stable are shown below:

Modeled scores for the effect of satisfaction with safety and
perception of racial stability on investment satisfaction
(Beverly White Owmers)

Satisfactlion with Safety Scale Score

2 4
Stable No . .

3
5 2.4
Yes 2

1 3.2
3 3.6 3.9

From these results, we conclude that in neighborhoods having no
black residents, victimization and responses to crime do not feed the fears
of neighborhood change or deterioration that provide part of the justification
for thinking that the neighborhood is unsatisfactory for investment. In
Beverly, even though the white owners live in a predominantly middle class
part of the neighborhood, the perception of unsatisfactory investment oppor=
tunities is linked to dissatisfaction with the level of safety if the home
owner also believes the neighborhood is unstable.

When fears for the future

stability of the neighborhood become activated, dissatisfaction with safety

becomes one of the prime motivating forces for disinvestment.

Overall then, neighborhoods that are fearful or risky on each of our
measures are less likely to stimulate enthusiasm for investment. In addition,
there is a multiplier effect: in racially heterogeneous areas, people who
are dissatisfied with safety are less likely to support neighborhood invest-

ment if they also believe the neighborhood is racially unstable.

e
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One's perception of the racial situatiog in the neighborhood is,
in general, an important facter influencing neighborhood investment
satisfaction. Continuing the within-neighborhood analysis, we find that
the pergeived consequences of integration scale described in Chapter 11

strongly predicts investment satisfaction in Beverly, but not in Portage

Park or East Side. This finding is explained by the fact that, unlike Por-

tage Park and East Side, Beverly has a substantial black population (15
percent by our survey) and is becoming still more integrated. Those
residents who see decline as inevitable with black in-migration and who
see that in-migration occurring express dissatisfaction with the invest-
ment potential of the neighborhood. In Porﬁage Park, there are almost no
minorities, and so the high level of threat from racial change and the
medium to high level of investment satisfaction coexist as a state of mind.
In Eagt Side, there is a significant Hispanic population (8 percent by our
survey), but virtually no black residents. The level of satisfaction with
investment among white ovmers in East Side is strongly affected by the

perception of racial stability, but not by the perceived consequences of

black in-migration.

So far we have concentrated on explaining the effects of racial

perceptions within particular neighborhoods. When we step back and examine

the pooled data for white owners, the perception of racilal stability is one
of the primary variables differentiating Chicago housing wmarkets, To fully
explain its impact, however, we must begin with a discussion of how the
pattern of housing and the quality of land use in a neighborhood affect

investment satisfaction.

We have already noted the very strong relationship between satis-—
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faction with neighborhood qpa;mcy/appearance gnd investment satisfaction.
In addition to this relationship, there are several specific measures o£
quaiity of land use that directly affect investment attitudes. In the pre-
vious chapter, we found that the presence of visible signs of deterloration
such as garbage or landlord neglect arouses anxiety about the neighborhood to
such an extent that there is a lower level of satisfaction with the safety of
the area. It is this way with investment satisfaction as well. Controlling
for the general level of satisfaction with neighborhood appearance, there is
still a significant relationship between problems with visible signs of deter-
loration and lower investment satisfaction. Controlling for both of these
measures, there is yet-another very strong relationship between there being
a boarded-up building om the block (measured by field observation, not
respondent report) and investment satisfaction. Those without a boarded-up
building on the block are, controlling for everything else, about 2 points
higher on the 8~point investment satisfaction scale than those without this
environmental £law.

It was necessary t:0 discuss the effect of objective environmental
problems on investment satlsfaction before discussing the efifect of the per-~
ception of racial instability because the impact of éhgse‘two variables is
in some cases intertwined. The perception of racial instability changes the
way that some envirommental features are interpreted. One example is the
presence of playlots, alleys or other open space on the block. To some
respondents, these geem to be environmental amenities, easing the congestion
of the block and allowing some free public space in which to move, To
others, these spaces seem to be places where litter and garbage can collect
and places where people can loiter. Thus, the open spaces are a feature of

the environment that can be interpreted in a threatening or in a non-

.
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. threatenin .
Q;Q g way. Which interpretation ig given to them depends on whether

the neighborhood ig perceived to be racially stable or unstable Pooling

the responses of all white owners, the open spaces are an amenity (in that

they lead to higher investment satisfaction) for those who see the neighbor

hood as stable and a deterrent to investment for those who see it as chang

ing. The pattern of adjusted scores is shown in the following display:

Modeled scores for the effect of
3 open space and per
racial stability on investment satisfaction (thtecggﬁig:)Of

Open Space
No ) Yes

Stable No 2.
2.

3
Yes 3 %.

9
.6

The perception of racial stability also affects the interpretation

() people give to certain characteristics of the mix of housing stock. Gener

ally speaking, the types of buildines on a block do not make much aifference

| ]
in peoples’ views on investment satisfaction. The clues that people geize

upon are apparently evenly distributed over blocks that contain large apart

ment buildings, single family homes and institutional buildings. There ig
H

however, one exception to this--the presence of 2- to 6-unit flats in are;s

pgrceived to be racially unstable. As noted in Chapter 11, these flats are‘

often of frame construction and therefore tend to look shabbier than sur-

Tounding brick dwellings. In addition, this type of housing iy often pur-

chased by extended - family groups of incoming minorities--particularly Hispanics

in Chicago. Pooling all white owners, those who are not anxious about the

future of the neighborhogd are unaffected by the presence of 2~ to 6~flatg

Those who see the neighborhood as unstable are much less satisfied
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- with investment if their block includes this type of housing. This pattern

1s shown in the following display:

Modeled scores for the effect of flats on the block and
perception of racial stability on investment satisfaction
(White Owmers) :

Presence of Flats

No Yes
Stable No 2.4 1.8
Yes 2.4 2,5

Hispanic Qwners

There are fewer complicating factors to explain for Hispanics than

for whites. We have already noted the very strong relation between satis-—
faction with neighborhood housing quality/appearance and investment satis-
faction for this group. The only other correlate of investment satisfaction
among Hlspanics is the presence‘of playlots, alleys or otherxr open.space. The
game. ambiguity is attached to these neighborhood features as among white
owvners. The difference is that the positive or negative interpretation of
the environment among Hispanics does not depend so much on the perception of
récial stahility as it does on the experience of p;rsonal or family victimi-

zation. For these who have been victimized, the presence of open spaces

decreases the level of satisfaction with investment. For these who have not

been victimized, the open spaces are an amenity. The adjusted scale scores

are shown in the following display:

Modeled scores for the eéffect of victimlzation and open space
on investment satisfaction (Hispauic Owners)

Open Space
No Yes
Vietimization No 1.0 1.8
Yas 1.4 -2.2

et
e
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Black Owners

Black owners, like the Hispanics‘and the whites, draw satisfaction
with investment opportunities fr&m the’qqality of housing and appearance
of the neighborhood. The difference, as we noted earlier, is that compared
to whites, a glven level of satisfaction with quality and appearance trang-
lates into a lower level of enthusiasm for neighborhood investment for
blacks and Hispanics. There were few clues in the Hispanic data to help
us interpreg this finding. There are more clueis here and so we will turn
our attention to this problem as we analyze the responses of black home

owners.

¥or whites and Hispanics, we found that playgrounds or other open

_Spaces carried an ambivalent quality. TWhether they were seen as positive

or negative depended on the perception of racial stability for whites and
victimization experiences for Higpanics., For blacks, the open spaces are
more unambilguously negative. Those home owners with such features on their
block are less sanguine about investment. Moreover, those with such fea-

tures on their block have a,harder time translating satisfaction with safety
into Investment satisfaction. The modeled scale scores for this interaction

are shown in the following display:

Modeled scores for the effect of o
pen space and
satisfaction with safety on investment satisfacyton
(Black Owners)

Satisfaction with Safety Scale Score
-1 0 .1 2 3

Open Space No 3 .9 1.2 1.6
Yes .8 9 1.1 1.2

One reagon, then, for the lawer level of black investment satisfac-
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tion compared to whites, controlling for judgments of neighborhood
quality, 1s that certain neighborhoo& featureg that are sometimes seen
as amenities by whites are not ordinarily interpreted as such in black
neighborhoods. Rather, the open spaces are apparently seen as stations
for litter and/or rowdy youth and so are discouraging to neighborhood
investaent.

As for white owners, there is a strong relation between the per~
ceived consequences of integration scale and investment satisfaction among
black owners. Black owners who believe that integration does not neces-
sarlly mean lower neighborhood social status, higher crime, and lower pro-~
perty values are almost as likely as whites who believe these things to
bave a very positive attitude toward neighborhood investment. Black owners
who have a negative view of the consequences of integration are more nega-
tive on investment as well, and the drop in investment satisfaction for each
point lower on the perceived consequences scaie is greater for blacks than
for whites. The modeled data showing this relationship for black owmers,

white owners, and wh ite owners in Beverly are presented in the following

display:

Modeled scores showing the effect of perceived consequences
of integration on investment satisfaction
(Black Owners, White Owners, heverly White Qwmers)

Perceived Consequences

of Integration Black White Beverly
Scale Score Owners Owners White Ouners
threatening -1 .6 2.2 -
’ 0 .9 2.2 2.9
1 1.2 2.3 3.1
2 1.5 2.4 3.3
not threatening 3 1.8 2.5 3.5

i
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The second reason for the lower level of investment satisfaction
among black owners is that they have to worry about the consequences of

the continued in-migration of their own racial group. We have already

discussed how the term "racial stability" takes on a connotation of social

class stability when it is used by blacks. A black owner who does not'

view integration as threatening and who perceives the neighborhood as

stable is thus more satisfied with th2 investment potential of the neigh~-

borhood. Even so, blacks who perceive the neighborhood as stable and/or

who are satisfied with the quality of the neighborhood are less enthusias-

tic about investment than are whites who hold these opinions,

Finally, we find that black owners who feel that the neighborhood

is a "real home" are more willing to invest in the neighborhood than those

who do not, controlling for the quality of the neighborhood, both as re-

ported in the interview and as recorded by our observers.




CONCLUSIONS

By undevrstanding tye role ﬁhat the perception of racial change
plays in augmenting.the consequences o? the fear of crime, one can begin to
understand findings which are seemingly anoyalous or which have not yet
been satisfactorily explained. Foxr example, most studigs which have attempted
to, relate fe;r of crime to moving or investment decisions, to say nothing

i ising
of attitudes toward the neighborhood, have been unsuccessful. This is surprising

’ £
and they take precautions such as improving their locks, choosing safe

houses and arming themselves with dogs and guns. But having taken these

individual actions to protect themselves, they seem:unwilling either to,
support increased expenditure on policing or to radical;y alter their lives.
One explanation for the limited impact of crime on individuals®
collective responses 1s provided by Skogan and Maxfield (1980) who argue .'
that crime is a rare event. This by i;self has never seeme? satisfactory
to us because of the high general levels of concern in soclety és evidenced
in surveys; the debilitating effects of crime om victims as described by |
Silberman; and the fact that omne third-gf our.households reported a yictimization
experience during the year preceding our survey.

If we see fear-induced behaviofs as linked to the perception of
racial change or its.threaﬁ among whites and Hispanics (and tn social class
successlon among middle class blacks), these other findings start to fall
into place. ’ Sugce#sion is seen as bringing with it a host of undesirable
attributes, of which crime is just one, which lead to the undermining of |
neighborhood appearamce and property values. At the same time, the threat ?f

succession makes pé@ple more sensitive to the crime problemn.

Just how this process works can be seen when we introduce our scale

- of the perceived consequencés of integration. ‘Those respondents who do not

believe that integration brings crime an& declining property values are less
likely to see succession aé imminent and, consequently, more 1ikély to be
satisfied with the safety of their neighborhood. The obverse is apparent
in our two non-integrated nelghborhoods. Many of the regidents there do
believe that integfation brings crime and declining property values., Yet
they;re ot worried about crime intheir“neighborhoods, and they are going
to keep integration from happening.

The belief that integration ¢ues not Recessarily lead to decline
has many consequences, some of whish are easily efodedq For example, the
Perception of raecial instability is greater among those who believe that
negative consequences do not necessarily follow from integration when tHey
have been the victim of a crime. The long history of racial fears and the
empirical regularity éf succession provide a soil in which ﬁhe victimization
experience reawakens traditional fears.

One sees this set of issues played out in the community organizatiohs
we have observed as well ag in.our respondents' assessments of neighbaorhood .

investment potential. For example, there is substantial evidence that coumunity

‘organizations Created solely to fight ecrime have neither long lives nor much.

Success recruiting members. Fear of crime per se is not a motivator to
long~term collective action. However, previous findings‘have suggested that
comunity organizations which have multiple goals, of which crime control
is one, are more likely to be successful.

Mbsé of the community.organizations we have considered arose in
response to impending or actunal racial change. Very quickly, these organizations

develop three agenda items. The first is to deal with the real estate market.

In this package are urban renewal; anti-paric peddling; and efforts both to

wriost g . B s o U
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'sell the neighborhood and to maintain a flow of investment funds.

spaces.
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Second is
to do something about the schools. This is especially true in areas
which are traditional nuclear family areas. The third is an anti-crime
package which includes building ties with the police department; encouraging
the reporting of crimes; establishing yputh programs; and promoting gitizen
crime ﬁreventién activities such as safe houses, beat representatives, and
whistle stop. Invo;vement in the real estate and investmént markets is
high up on every group's list. There is more variation in the other two
programs, but, in support of our general findings, it is our impression that
anti-crime activities are more pronounced whe;e fear of succession is als&
more pronounced. Overarching these three agenda itemé in those neighborhoods'
that have been able te sustain market demand in the face of black in-~migration
is the self-conscious promotion of the virtues of intggrgtion. ’

Although our data are not unambiguous in ~hese matters, we believe
that the perceived linkage between race and crime can help to explain other.
findings as well. For example, there is the matter of playlots and other open
They'can be ;ither an amenity or a disamenity, depending on a range
of circumstances. Whilite owners are less likely to perceive their neighborhood
as stable if they live on a block with such open spaces. Those remnters in
Lincoln Park who are satisfied with the safety of the area are more likely to
perceive their neighborhood as stable 1f they live on blocké with open spaces
than those who are less satisfied with safety. Playlots and similar spaces
are the areas in which minorities.or representativesof the underclass are
most visible, and we believe that it is their presénce which 1s influencing
perceptions.’

Another important finding is the impact that "People who say insulting
things oy bother people as they walk down the street” has on béth perception

of risk and satisfaction with safety. This is part of a class of behaviors

Fe
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which has deen defined as "incivility" by the Northwestern Reactions to Crime

project. "Incivility" is a useful and evocative concepﬁ; however, a concept

is not an explanation. In cur neighborhoods where the relationship is

gstrongest, those people who stand on the street are most likely to be minority

race members. Even in Beverly, wher; the relationship is not as strong as
elsewhere, the main shopping strip is hardly:utilizéd at all by whites,
although they live in the houses directly behind the strip in both directions.
The point is that’ the people who stand on the street arouse fear in others.
because they serve és a reminder that the uuderc;ass is encroaching upon the
area. Among our black middle class respondents, this group is known as
"rhe element", the "welfare crowd" and the "no~accounts."

The perceptual linkage between crime and racial' change is a subtle
one and we have tried to trace some of its variations. For example, m;édle
class whites in integrated neighborhoods are less iikely to make the .
connection than are working class whites in either integrated neighboxhoods or
ones where Placks are on the border. We do not think in this case that crime
is a code word for race as has frequently been charged. Fears of crime and

fears of racial change work differently in our analyses. Nonetheless,
concern about racial change is linked to concern about crime among whites.
In a city like Chicago, with a substantial minority population and a sharply
drawn history of rapid neighborhood change, the fears of iﬁstability are
qdite pervasive. How fear of crime and its behavior;l and attitudinal
responses work in suburban areas with growing crime rates, but no mincrities
nearby is a question for future research.

Theré are aspects of our findings which should be underscorgd. First;
crime, by itself, is not a deterrent to community ecqnomic‘growth. Lincoln
Park and Hyde Park/Kenwood each have demonstrated eéonomic growth with both
high crime rates and the perception of relatively high risk among their

residents. South Shore may also be able to develop in the face of high crime.
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The point is that satisfaction with neighborhood saféty is a global concept
which 1s linked to general’satisfaction with community life. One can per-
ceive high crime in one's commmunity and be fearful of it and still discount
it because other aspects of the neighborhood are compensatorily rewarding.
This is one reason why fears of succession relate both to crime and to negative
attitudes toward investment. The assumption is that other aspecés of community
life will also be eroded.

Second, despite reams of literature to the contrary, dense internal
community organization is not, by itself, protection for the community
against ﬁhose consequences of crime which wi;l lead to reduced demand and
subsequent deterioration. Back of the Yardé has been densely organized by

the Back of the Yards Council and rich networks of church related activity.

Yet, it deteriorates rapidly. Cpnversely, Lincoln Park residents are optimistic

about their community and its future in the face of little community-based
social organization and the least neighborly-based social activity of any of
our communlties.

Third, racial succession is not inevitable once blacks move into the
community. Lincoln Park, Hyde Park/Kenwood, and Beverly all look as if they
will remaln stable communities. However, the residués of racially-based
concerns we have talked about above require massive efforts by concerned
corporate actors with substantial resources aad close ties to government. I
is true that there is a substantial number of urban middle class rxesidents
who no longer believe that decline is inevitable with changa. But the presence
of blacks coincident with high crime rates stacks the deck against these
residents ac£ing on their bellefs. The forces generating soft markets in
suchk settings are so widely spread that there ig more to do than individuals
can do by themselves.l As far back as 1952, Morris Janowitz identified |

urban communities as communities of "limited liability". Perhaps communities
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of limited commitment might be more appropriate, AThe costs for a white or
a black middle class home owner taking a chance that'al; of his neighbors
will act in concert and agree not to move, and that outsiders looking for
housing will not be deterred by the presenée of minorities are rather high.
And it does not:;, under these circumstances, take many home owners or realtors
to begin the actions which lead to soft markets. The difference in the conse-
quences of five houses for tem purchasers and ten houses for five purchasers
is dramatic indeed. In these settings, it is only those corporate actors
with massive sunk investments and the availability of full-time employees
who can take the lead. The University of Chicago in Hyde Park/Kenwood,
DePaul University and several large banks and hospitals in Lincoln Park, and
the Beverly Bank and the deveiopers of Evergreen Plaza in Beverly have all
played substanti;l roles in the lives of their communities. In L{neoln'
Park and Hyde Park/Keawood, they were able to provide large invastments of.
their ovm as well as to generate urban remnewal projects. Commhnity organiza-
tions in all three commun;ties promoted high quality city services, discoufage&
shoddy real estate practices, and organized both close ties to the police
and‘community anti-crime programs. |

The importance of a full-time paid profeségonal staff in these
organizations can not be overestimatgd. - Because of the limited commitment
that individual residents have (this includes the lack of time), paid staff
in these orgaaizationg provide the scaffolding around which individuals
can develop their participation. This is not to minimize the importance of
other groups. Churches,Afor exampla, have been instrumental in most of our
communities in generating organizational activity, and Hyde Park/Kenwood and
Beverly have active citizens. But the job of maintaining community mqrale in
the face of an array of erosive forces is full-time and requires professional

skills. Even full-time organizations without substantial resources and "“clout"

e ity e
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are not very effective. Back of the Yards, Austin and South Shore duriﬁg
its period of decline have had a great deal of organizationai activity
without resourcas. éouth Shore's efforts at stabilization have begun to show
success only since its bank made the commitment to participate.' '

Finally, we should refer to the lssue of external amenitles. The
reader may recall that we suggested that they were important in helping to
determine the level of demand which could be maintained in these neighborhoods.
What we did not realize was thé extent to which the peculiar nexus of race
and crime determined the shape of amenities. We have already discussed open

spaces in thils regard. Similarly, the housing defined as "old"™ in Austin is

perceived as charmiﬁg directly across the street in the suburb of Oak Park.

In addition, some of the frame houses now being rehabilitated in Lincoln .
Park look very much like those in Back of the Yards or other sections of |
Austin.

What seems to be the case is that once development pattern; are set .
in motion, many other forces come into play redefining the past and generating
new, increasingly positive meanings for physical features. When deterioration
sets in, the opposite is more nearly true. One dramatic illustration of
this is the simple act of a real estate agent calling a resident to ask if
his house is fqr sale. In a declining neighbofhood, this is defined as

panic peddling or block busting. In a neighborhood which is showing economic

growth, it is development, enterprise and revitalization.

Implications for Policy

Findings such as ours are not always easily convertible into doable

policy recommendations. That a large minority underclass exacerbates fear

‘'of crime among both whites and middle class blacks is not surprising.

Recommendations (which, in fact, we support) to reduce its size by providing

training and jobs for the poor have been made. However, the magnitude of
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the problém gseems to preclude anything reasonable in scope at the present
time. Similarly, it seems simplistic in 1981 to promote the virtues of racial
Integration and to deplore the harmful effects of prejudice, As we have seen,

skillful community organizatloms do that for their own communitiles, More,

) clearly, should. However, given the nature of housing markets and the pro=

clivities of the real estate industry, éhe decision to integrate often leads
to disproportionate numbers of minority home seekers in the housing market,
This results in resegregation as whites flee and new white home seekers
choose not to enﬁer these particular markets, The ultimate consequence ig
the seoft housing markeés wé discussed in Chapter 1, °

Efforts to malntain stable real estate markets in the precarious
urban settings we have described often go unrewarded, Sometimes to the
extent that they succeed, the participants are accused of gentrifying, and,
consequently, unhousing the poor, Even in Austin, which 1s so deteriorated
that one would think any effort to upgrade housing stock would meet with
approval, a six-square block area which is undergoing gentrification is
being bitterly attacked by the “community organization'" in the surrounding
area for that very reason., Austin Village lies at the center of a high
crime area, but because of the housing bargains and the potentifally attractive
old late Victorian houéés, has been ahle tovgenerate a market for itself
through creative entrepreneurship, .

There are, however, recommendations which can be made within a more
limited framework. The first concerns visible crime prevention activity.
At present, policing efferts are determined primarily by levels of demand
which are uéually defined as either calls or crimes. Similarly, efforts
at para-policing, beat reprasentétive programs, safe homes, whistle étop

and organized youth activity are called into play only when a community is
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threatened by crime (or racial change). Our data sugéest that this array of
actlvity may be most fmportant in low crime areas in which movement of
minorities ia likely to occur. For it is precisely at this time that residents!
sense of security must be developed if crime is not to become linked with |
racial fears, driving individuals away and softenipg the housing market.
At the same time, efforts that are racially sensitive, such as "salt and -
peppexr® police teams, inter-racial sporting activities for youth, and
community-based organizaﬁions for adults become of'primary importance. This
is not a time to pretend that ome is color blind. It is the self-conscious
attempt to link the stable elements of both races which will help to reduce
the fears assoclated with race and crime.

Sécond, we have seen the way open spaces work to increase fear in
unstable communities.‘ Efforts to upg¥ade by zhe consﬁruction of small }arks
and the like should not be encouraged unless they bear adequaté'signs of trouble
prevention such as security guards,

Third, the importance of maintaining ¢ify services in marginal areas
cannot.he overestimated. As we have scon, the presence of litter, both of
the small and large variety, inereases feelings of lnsecurity and decreases .
satisfaction with safety. |

-In. the same vein, we have seen that boarded-up a2nd abandomed houses
also have profoundly negative consequences for how‘peoéle view their safety.
The department of Housing aud Urban Development is particularly deplorablae
in this regard. It is intevesting to note that the vacant space which results
from housing being torﬁ down also has negative consequences for the block on
which it 1s located. Efforts to get such houses back into the market rather

that demolish them appear to be called. for.
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The fact that crime by ltself is not enough to deter economic develop-
ment nor enough to motivate people for continuous collective effort sugfests
that community crime prevéntion activitiés should be counnected to organizations
which exist for a broad raﬁge of community protection purposes, Howevér,
our observations suggest that it is unreasonable to expect effective community
organizations to be staffed'exclusively with volunteers, or even to be paid
for by'the community's residents. As we have seen, successful community
organilzations have levels of funding which are beyond what local citizens
can or will provide. One respomse to this discovery is to suggest that citi-
zens get what they deserve. However, we liave seen that where a well-paid |
staff 1s at the core of organizational acuivity,'substantial citizen partié
cipation is possible.

Part of the responsibility of that core 6rganization is to demonstrate
that their efforts have a chance to bear fruit and that citizens who parti-
cipate will not be left with little to show for their efforts. Communities
face the classical prdblem of aggregating their activities in nutually

productlve ways. It is too easy for just a few to undermine the efforts

ol the many. The ongoing aefforts of strong staffing may help to mitigate the

. fears of those who are certain they have been abandoned.

In short, one is involved in a program of buildiné community con-
fidence. And communities f£ind it difficult to do éhis by themseives. Real
evidence that their public officials are involved in the process with theme-
this includes the police and other elements of the criminal justice system—-—

helps in this process. High .crime rates can easily be connected in people's

minds with the broader sources of neighborhoou deterioration; when this happens,

it is rot easy to reverse the pattern without massive resources.
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Future Research Activity

Having demonstrated that crime by itself seems not to be nearly
as important iﬁ destroying neighborhood confidence as the nexus between
crime; race, and clasé in the city, we are'faced‘with the question about how
all this works in a range of suburban éettings. The data all point to the
fact that ecrime in the suburbs is a problem of increasing importance. This
is not so surprising in those suburbs which are older aﬁd adjacent to the
city. Tﬁere are already data available to illustrate both that their crime
rates are going up and that they are also undergoing deterioration in patterns
similar to those we have described. The question is, what Impact does crime

have on individuals in those suburbs which are in varying degrees homogeneous?

How in those settings do citizens perceive and reépond to increased crime rates?

What impact does this response have on neighborhood éommitment and investment

activity? Does fear of minorities enter Into this picture at all? And
what does it do to hgﬁsing markets? These are important questions as crime
becomes an ever_mnre pervasive problem in society. Increasinély, it is not
enough to think of cities alome as sources of problems of crime. How crime
impacts on suburban neighborhoqu and what residents will do akout it is

an important question for the near future.
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Cage No. - CHICAGO NEIGHBORHOODS
SCREENER (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)
ml@ HEad [(EE NN NN NN '1
L Female Head .eeeees 2
One Head BH Only 3
Case completed bys -
Interviewer Name In:erviewer'lﬁg
- RECORD _OF CALLS -
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( SUPERVISOR USE ONLY)

Uonversion Disposition

]

A

e e

CCNFIDENTIAL - Survey 5098
. Telephone Screener
Qh) . January, 1979
. NATIONAL OPENION RESEARCH CENTER
University of Chicago
1.

Re;lo, I'm (YOUR NAgE) from the National Opinion Research Center at the University of
Chxcag?. We are doing a scientific study of how people feel about the neighborhaood
they live ia. Have I reached (VERIFY NUMBER DIALED)?

. se s (GO TO 2) LRI BN NI N B Y ) 1

No ... (THANK INF & REDIAL) .. 2

Yes

2.

Is this a household or business number?

Household «ec (GO TO 3) cenvese 1
Business (THANK INF & TERMINATE) 2
Other ..(SPECIFY & TERMINATE) 3

A=
e

.

We would like to assure you that any information or opinions that you give us about
your neighborhood will be strictly confideatial; however, we would like %o talk ornly
with people who live in certain areas.

IF HOUSEHOLD ADDRESS IS KNOWN, ASKR A:
A. Is your residemce in the (NUMBER) block of (NAME OF STREET)?

eese (GO TO &)
NO ceev b0 (ASK B)

Yes

fa®oPsePOTON 1

S 8D SOGOSODS 2

IF HOUSEHOLD ADDRESS IS NOT RNOWN, ASK B:

B. Please tell me on which street you live. STREET

On which block is that? NUMBER

And is that north, south, east or west? CIRCLE ONE: N S E W

I have to check my map to see if your residence is in the area in whick we are
conducting our study. I'll just be a moment.

Thank you for waiting.

IF RESIDENCE IS WITHIN NEIGHBORHOQOD, GO TO 4.

IF RESIDENCE IS ON BOUNDARY STREET:

Your residence falls on the boundary of one of the areas we are interested in.
Does your house number end in an odd number or an even number?

Within area ... (GO TO 4) ..... 1

Outside area . (READ BELOW) ... 2

IF RESIDENCE IS OUTSIDE OF NEIGHBORHOOD:

'z sorry. ‘Your residence falls outside the boundaries of the areas we are
sz:4ying. Tnank you very much for your time and cooperation. Goodbye.
INTER LISPOSICION ON CALL RECORD.
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4. I would like to speak with the (SELECTED R on label) head of your household.
CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX. '

.. IF INFORMANT IS SELECTED HEAD, OR ONLY HEAD GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE. ...| l

B. IF SELECTED HEAD OR ONLY HEAD COMES TO-PHONE, GO TO Q. 5. eeeeees |_J

i c -

D.

IF SELECTED HEAD REFUSES/UNAVAILABLE OR IS NOT
AT HOME, ASK: May I speak with the (male head/female head)
of this household? :

IF INFORMANT IS OTHER HEAD, GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE

0 Q22008 ELLOOQUEOINITOROIENEROETORTS

IF OTHER HEAD COMES TO PHONE, GO TO Q. 5

IF NEITHER SELECTED HEAD NOR OTHER HEAD IS HOME, ASK:
When would be the best time for me to call (MALE/FEMALE HEAD)?
May I please have his/her name? :

ENTER TIME TO CALL BACK, NAME AND OTHER INFORMATION BELOW AND IN
“COMMENTS™ COLUMN OF CALL RECORD.

€8 QBP0 SN0 LsALSIIISIAENECERSEASSAENTSES

FOR CALLBACK/APPOINTMENT enter . . .
AM
Day Date Time ™

NAME:

THANK INFORMANT AND SAY YOU WILL CALL BACK.

IF THERE IS NO HEAD OR MORE THAN TWO HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD, ASK:
May I speak to the person in whose name this telephone is listed
with the phone company?

IF INFORMANT, GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE.

G208 00000 000000000 RBRC0RsOIOERGOGTESE

LF SOMEONE ELSE COMES TO PHONE, GO TO Q. 5.

LA L L B BB K BN TN BU B B B O B RN BN B W Y I

IF PERSON IN WHOSE NAME TELEPHONE IS LISTED IS NOT HOME,
INTERVIEW ANY ADULT IN HOUSEHOLD WHO IS 18 YEARS OLD OR OLDER.

-
-

]

[
-

5. Hello, T'm (YOIIR NAMR) fram rhe Natcimnal Oninian Ressarrh Cant
of Chicago.
hood they live in.

GO TO QUESTIONNATRE,

er at the University
We are doing a scientific study of how people feel about the neighbor-

et A e e 8 ey e e

O P wcomsean=
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‘REFUSAL/BREAROFF REPORT

Why were you unable to complete the 3
interview? (CODE ONE) )

Refusal l.t.'l..“.ll."l l

Breakaff .‘."‘..lt‘".... 2
Who refusad?

Male head

.......W.‘.l..

Female head li.l.l'll!l.’ 2
Other (SPECIFY)

Don't know identity

Which document was refused?

Screener

Pevesvcsenevvonae

Questionnaire

Soescevecsa 2

4.

At what point did refusal/breakoff
gecur?

Introduction

teeses e l

During Screener

*esavenae 2

(SPECIFY Q. NUMBER

What reasona were given for
refusal/breakoff? (RECORD

VERBATIM, THEN CIRCLE ALL THAT
APPLY.)

Too busy

tessonne 1

Doesa't like
surveys ...... 2

Negativ.. reaction
o Q. #__ ... 3

Not interested ..

Concerned about
confidentiality 5

No reason given,

hung up ....... 6
) other ® 0 s 0000 .0
During Questionnaire .... 3
(SPECIFY Q. NUMBER
)
6. How did you answer the reasons given for refusal/breakoff?
. £9R OFFICZ USE ONLY:
7. was conversion attempt made? Yes [::] No I ]

[}

_£5: What is final disposition code?
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BEGIN DECK 01 2=
DECK 01
. Survey 5098 1 -
CONFIDENTIAL February 1979 v 1
(5.\ R ‘ : INSTRUCTIONS FOR PERSONS NOT FAMILIAR WITH CORRECT NEIGHBORHQOD NAME (Q. 1A)
NATIONAL OPINION RESEARCH CENTER ’ 1B. IF NAME ON LABEL IS: RESPONDENT SAYS: READ:
University of Chicago
1 Porcage P"& ;:f_i;:::: gg:}——-)—(JEFFEESON PABK, etc.) is a very largs arsa in Chicago, buc—l
AHRO VEY
CHICAGO NEIGHRORHOOD SUR Anything cls:____—_,_.wﬂu (just) studying the area from Narragansett on the west
or no name to Cicaro on the esst, and fzom Montrosa on the north %o Belmont
on the south. Some paople have called this Porcage Park, and
wa'd like to use this name occasioially during the incarview.
5 BEVERLY ’ .
2 Lincolan Park Pazk Wast
Sheffield .. ) ,
; Wrightwood ""'"""‘""QPARK WEST, atc.) is just a part of che area wa're intaresced
4 ; . . 0ld Town m.+
. 5 - _j 01-05/ Anything alse We're scudying the area from Diversay Packway on the morch,
Case Number: or nn name to North Avenue on the south, and from Ashland Avenue co the
’ : lake. Scme people hava called this Lincoln Park, and wa'd
) : like to use this name dccasionally during che incerview.
.
- N7-14/
Sequence No.: 51 - .
T _ 3 Assein Anything Wa're studying the area on the far west side of Chicago which
Thea or no zame some peaople have called Austian. We'd like to use this came
Ty cccasionally during the intarview.
TELEPHONE NUMBER (PAGE 31)
IF MORE THAN ONE CHECK HERE: |
( }!. 3aci: of the Yirds Anything Wa've studying the area from 47ch Sireet to Garfield Blvd.,
(* : ' or no :gm/ and from Wesgern Avenue on the west to Halstad on the esasc.
. Some paople have called chis Back of tha Yards, and we'd lika
*********************** . to use chis name occagionally during the incerview.
{ * .
) ' 5 3avarly dnything or We'ra studying the area from 37th Street to l07th Streec vest
OFFICE USE ONLY 20 DEBE e of the railroad tracks, Some people have called cthis Bevarly,
and we'd like to use this name accasionally during the incarview.
ONE HEAD HH:
Mal 1 15/ o §  Hyda Park-Kenweod Rapwogy —mecmmweame—jes Kenwood is just part of the area we're intervested in.--[
ale et ces s s eI RSB eE R BSR O
2 Adyching else Wa'te st:t}dying the area from 47th Street to 60th Stroec, and
Female cecccsvesncacsvvcoce OF [0 RADE —wm——"""" from Cottaga Grove to the lake. Soma people have called chis
Byda Park-Kenwood, and we'd like to use this name occasionally
. during the incezviaw.
THWO HEADED HH: =8
Selected Male «cecarossvees 3 ~
4 7 South Shore Anything :l_-'____,,v—- We're studying the area from 67th Stzeet to 83rd Streec, and
Selected Female <cccecervnses 1o name from Stony Island to the lake. Some people have callad this
5 South Shore, and we'd lika to use this name occasionally during
Other Male sesecasronicsacs the intarview. ~
Other.Female «eossncescnvan 6
3 Zase Side . Anyching or W.t've scudying the ares souch and east of the Calumec River.
MULTI-HEADED HH: , 70 name _.—/ Some people have called this East Side, and wa'd like o use
Mal : B : this name occasicnally during the interviaw.
ale P U R I R R A B A g
Female l.l..‘c.!c.lto.'nnlot 8 . (7}
‘ .
1 e et R R AR : - T e e e ) N
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; -4~ DECK 01
3= DECK 01 @;2 4. Wefd like to know how satisfied you are right now with various things in your
‘ nezghﬁorhood: First, the quality of public schodls. Are you very satisfied,
1. What is the name of your neighborhood? (PROBE: Some neighborhoods in C@icago ggm;KCZtL;;ETSerd’ somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? CIRCLE ONE CODE
have names such as Rogers Park or Englewood; what is the name of your neighborhood?) .
v S h
(RECORD NAME VERBATIM; IF NAME MATCFRS NAME ON COVER OF QUESTIONNAIRE, GO TO Q. 2) sa:‘;g’_ ‘s’“a“:‘i’sft 3?‘:::*:?:_ diZ::Zis- Don't
| . m fied | fied fied fied | Kmov
. The quality of public
" schools 1 2 3 4 8 31/
,16-17/ ~ B. The general appearance of ]
‘ the streets, grounds, and 1 2 3 4 8 32/
A. Some people have called your neighborhood (NAME ON COVER). Have you ever buildings in the area .
heard this name used to desgribe your neighborhood? o C. The reputation of your ‘
: 1 2 3 4 8 33/
Yes LI O B B B BN B A Y (Go TQ Qc 2) AL AL l 18/ nelghborhOOd
 — No teeceececscessn (ASKB, P 2) sseseesse 2 ' D. The availability of
' convenient shopping 1 2 3 4 8 34/
2. In what year did you move into (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER)? 3 E. The way property values
: are going’ 1 2 3 4 8 35/
] (IF R MOVED IN BEFORE 1974,
RECORC YEAR: - 19 SKIP TO Q' 4) 19-20/ F. The safety of the
neighborhood 1 2 3 4 8§ 36/
Lived here all my life (SKIP TO Q. 4) .. 85 . e com e s
, \ :
- : (:) neighborhood to place of 1 2 3 4 8 37/
3. 1I'm going to read a list of things some people think about when chuosing a neighbor- emp loyment :
hood to live in. Think back to when you first moved into (NAME ON COVER). How 5. Th . .y
important was each of these in your decision to move into the neighborhood. First, - puglgza:i:g:;;:Za:§on 1 2 3 4 8 38/
the quality of public schools--was that very important, somewhat important, or
not important? CIRCLE ONE CODE IN EACH LINE. i I. The racial make-up of the
- neighborhood 1 2 3 4 8 39/
Some~-
Very what Not Don't
impor=-| , - impcr- Know J. The quality of housing )
tant | EPO tant for the money 1 2 3 4 - 8 40/
tant ]
A. The quality of public schools 1 . 2 3 8 21/
5. On the whole, are you very satisfied with your neighborhood, somewhat satisfied
B. The general appearance of the streets, L eeE : M ] 2d,
grounds, and buildings in the area 1 2 3 8 22/ . somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?
C. The reputation of the neighborhood 1 2 3 8 23/ Very satisfied ........ 1 41/
D. The availability of convenient shopping 1 2 3 8 24/ Somewhat satisfied .... 2
E. The safety~of the neighborhood 1 2 3 8 25/ Somewhat dissatisfied . 3
F. 1The convenience of the neighborhood ) ..
to place of employment 1 2 3 8 26/ X Very dissatisfied ..... &
G. The availability of public ’ . ,
transportation l 2 3 8 27/ . Don t know *e eSO SENROECSTEES 8
- H. The likelihood that property . , "
(;' values will go up 1 2 3 8 28/ (j”
I. Having neighbors mostly of your own race 1 2 3 8 29/
J. Good quality housing for the money 1 2 3 3 30/
’ i : - i !

R . A : ' N
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6. How likely is it that you might move out of ( NELGHBORHOOD ON COVE?J wit@%n the
. next year? Will you definitely move, probably move, is there a fifty-fifty chance
of moving, will you probably not move, or will you definitely not move?

Definitely MOVE .cceoaccasrsscscscsccass ,1 42/
Probably mOVE .cecescccvccscasconccncane 2
Fifty-fifty chance Cieveesssasacneasesst 3
Probably nOt MOVE «eescessscnsscaccncss 4
5

“ Defiuitely not move 5‘.'.‘....'........'

1

7. Overall, in the ﬁast two years, would you say your neighborhood has become a better
place to live, has gotten worse, or is it about the same as it used to be?

Better sevesacdsacssnReRtsOBOLe 43/

1
Wbrse  eedBeseseevRtssOeSREBOCOSS 2
About the Same eecesseassssnces 3

8

DOn't KNOW ecscvovssscsssssccne

( 8.  All things considered, what do you think the neighborhood will be like two years
from now? Will it be a better place to live, will it ‘have gotten worse, or will

it be about the same as it is now?

)

Better T EEEEEEE RN I N I RN
WOrse e R eV sRESOREISSIEBNSdRRARED

About the SAME eeeeensasccsosses

0 W N

Don't knOW EEEEEX RN NI N NI NN

9. Some people feel their neighborhood is a real home to them, a place where they
have roots. Other people think of their neighborhood as just a place where they
happen to be living. Which one of those comes closest to the way you consider

your neighborhood?

Real HOME ceeseccasscasssacensa 1 45/

Just place to live .cvescccanss 2

10. Suppose a family had saved its monmey and was thinking about buying a house in
your neighborhood. In your opinion, would they be making a good financial
investment, or would they be better off investing their money in another

neighborhood?
46/

o

(; GOOd iﬂvestment sessesesssessencsevese e

Better off in another neighborhood ....

o N

DOn't KNOW eeeecsossessoscsnasesnsnsens

e,

<y

g
g

)

()

11.

G

I'm going to regd a list of things that are sometimes problems in neighborhoods.
Please tell me if they are a big problem, somewhat of a problem, ¢r not a
problem at all to you in your neighborhood.

Big :
problem Somewhat Not a
(ASK A) problem problem
. . ' 47/
a) Noisy neighbors; people who play loud music, 1 . 2 3
have late parties, or have noisy quarrels
] o 57/
b) Dogs barking loudly or relieving 1 2 3
themselves near your home
. . 67/
¢) People not digposing of garbage properly 1 2 3
or leaving litter around the area
. ‘ 09/
d) Poor maintenance of property 1 2 3
and lawns
- 1] 1 . 19/
e) People who say insulting things or bother 1 2 3
people as they walk down the street
‘ 29/
f) Landlords who don't care about what 1 2 3
happens to the neighborhood
A ) 38/
g) Purse snatching and other street 1 2 3
crimes '
\ 47/
h) Presence of drugs and drug 1 2 3
users ‘
. 56/
i) Abandoned houses or ather empty 1 2 3
buildings
. . . 65/
j) Vacant lots filled with trash and 1 2 3
junk
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¢ | ~7- DECKS 01-02 ) -8~ BEGIN DECK 03
- "~ 12. Please tell me if the followin ' .
§ statements about your immediate neighbo
FOR EACH BIG PROBLEM MENTIONED IN Q. 11, ASK: _ f true or false. ghbors are
A. Now I'm going to read you a list of what people might do when faced with such prob-
lems. Some people take no actionm at all. Others may talk directly to the neighbor Don't
involved, or get together with other neighbors to try to solve the problem, or call . i True | False know
—————2>» the police, or call their alderman or precinct captaim, or call a city agency, or A If.I were sick, I could count on my '
do something else. First (READ FIRST BIG PROBLEM)., Have you ever  taken any neighbors to shop for me at the super- 1 2 8 07/
action to try to solve the problem? IF YES, RE4D ACROSS OTHER HEADINGS IN ROW. : market: go _to the drugstore, and so on.
CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH. IF NO, GO ON TO NEXT BIG PROBLEM. B. zgegoiembngg ::g:hgome,tz can cognt
, ors to keep their 1
____m (2) (€)) (&) Gy 1 & ) €yes open for possible trouble. 2 8 08/
Taken any action|Talked directly|Gotten together |[Called the|Called your |[Called a|Taken some C. If I had to borrow about $25 for
to try to solve |with neighbor |[with other neigh={police alderman or |city other an emergency, I could turn to one 1 2 8 09/
this problem? involved bors to try to precinct agency |action¥* = ;i,mz ng%gpbors.
solve the problem captain : : . S pretty easy to tell a stranger
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No |Yes No| Yes No : from gomeone who lives in my 1 2 8 10/
48/ 49/ 50/ 517 52/ 53/ Y immediats neighborhaood.
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 21 1 2 :
*Other (SPECIFY) ‘ 55=56/ 13. . '
; 3 ::igggojzzzdgead a local neighborhood newspaper to learn what's happening in your
58/ 59/ 60/ 61/ 62/ 63/ 64/ ¢
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 i 2 1 21 1 2 ‘
*Other (SPECIFY) 65-66/ . ,1“5 Yes ...(45K &) .. 1 11/
<~_ . 68/ . 69/ ] \ 70/ . Zl/ : ;2/ . 7341 ! ;4/ . (“3 NO seeemocessenas 2
2 2 . ; .
‘ 4 BEGIN DECK 02 _ E A. IF YES: About how often? Would vou
*Other (SPECIFY) i 07-08/ | / weeks, or less often than that? you say meavly every week, once every few
10/ 11/ 12/ 13/ 14/ 15/ 16/
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 -2 i 2 1 2 Nearly every week ...ceeveveveense 1 . 12/
*Other (SPECIFY) 17-18/ Every few weeks 2
20/ 21/ 22/ 23/ 24/ 25/ 26/ h
l 2 l 2 1 2 l 2 l 2 l 2 l . 2 LESS Often ®eercsecrcssersrnsnsoen 3
*Qther (SPECIFY) . 27-28/
30/ 31/ 32/ 33/ 34/ 35/ 14, Do any of : , .
1 2 NOT APPLICABLE 1 2 1 2 0 1 2 |1 2| 1 2 } ¥ of your relatives live in (NEIGHBORHOOD ON COVER)?
*Other (SPECIFY) 36-37/ | YES  viiiiiieiiieriiineiiiieians 1 13/
39/ 40/ 41/ 42/ 43/ L4/ J No
1 2 NOT APPLICABLE 1 2 12 12 |1 2| 1 2 h erereteetitiitaittiieiieeians 2
*Qther (SPECIFY) 45-46/ f Don't have any relatives ........ 3
48/ 49/ 50/ 51/ 52/¢ 53/
1 2 NOT -APPLICABLE 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 5 .
#Other (SPECIFY) ‘ 54-55 , ! 15. Do any of your good friends live in (NEIGHBOREOOD ON COVER)?
. 57/ 2y 58/ s9/ 60/ 61/ 62/ ! » Yes 00.0-.--0;0.0.--tn.qc.coo-o-- l 14/
1 2 NOT APPLICABLE 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 - . )
(: *OCher (SPECIFY) 63_64/ . (L] NO 48000000 PNEsetIENEIEBOILIEOTTOTONTOES 2
66/ 67/ 68/ - 69/ 70/ 71/ | Don't have any good friends ..... 3
1 2 NOT APPLICABLE 1 2 1 2 l 2 1 2 L 2 j
*Other (SPECI¥FY) ‘ 72-73/

R iy I - T LSS £ U T e A s v e B O TR 5 S L S S DT S T ST
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Please tell me how often you usually do the following things.
social evening with relatives--do you do this omce a week or more, about once
REPEAT ANSWER CATEGORIES AS NECESSARY

-9-

a month, less than oance a month, or never?
AND CIRCLE ONE CODE ON EACH LINE.

First, spend a

DECK 03

Once a Less
week oﬁggug than Never Nis_
or neh| omee @ appbl
more mo month cable
A. Sgend a so?ial evening 1 2 3 4 5 15/
with relatives
B. Spend a social.evening with 1 2 3 4 5 16/
one of your neighbors
C. Spend an evening with friehds
who live outside of 1 2 3 4 5 17/
( NEIGHBORHOOD)
D. Spend some time with the people ‘
you work with away from the job 1 Z 3 4 3 18/
E. Chat with your neighbors :
when you run into them on 1 2 3 4 5 19/

the street

I'd like you to tell me where you do the following things.

First, grocery

shopping. Do you do this usually in (NEIGHBORHOOD), or usually outside the area?
Usually ’
in Usually aszi-
neigh- |outside E?ble
borhood 4
A. Grocery shopping 1 2 3 20/
B. Go to restaurants 1 2 3 21/
C. Go to religious sg.vices 1 2 3 22/
D. Do your banking 1 2 3 23/
E. Go to a doctor or other :
medical facility l 2 3 24/
F. Buy clothing 1 2 3 25/
G. Take your car for repairs 1 2 3 26/

. We're interested in the
Please tell me whether o
"YES" IN A, ASK B:

-10~
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groups and organizacions that individuals beloug to.
r not you are a member of . . . ASK EACH ITEM.
Does it ever meet in your neighborhood?

FOR EACH

«|\IF YES IN A, ASK:

A, B. Does it ever
Belong? meet in your
neighborhood?
Yes No Yes No
1) A PTA or local school council. 1 2 27/ 1 2 28/
2) Any group connected with your. 29/ 30/
religion or church. 1 2 1 2
3) Any group of renters or homeowners. . 1 2 3t/ 1 2 32/
4) Any other group concerned with 33/ 34/
quality of community life. 1 2 1 2
5) Any Fecreacional group or club, such as a 55/ 36/
bowling league, the YMCA, or something 1 2 1 2
like that.
6) Any ethnic or nationality group. 1 2 37/ 1 2 38/
7) Any other kind of group. 1 2 39/ 1 2 4o/

, .
g
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19. Do you live in a house or an apartment?
HOU.SE et e o (ASK A.)‘Qiconn
- Apartment * 8w (ASK B) es s e e 2
Other (SPECIFY AND ASK B)

3

A, 1IF HOUSE: (HOUSE INCLUDES DETAGHED SINGLE FAMILY HOUSE, ROW HOUSE, TOWN
" =" HOUSE, DUPLEX)

Are you an owner or a renter?
Owner ... (GO TO Q. 20) ...
Renter .. (GO TO Q. 20) ... 2

B. IF APARTMENT OR OTHER:

ﬂi) Does your building have seven or more units?

YES mu'o-.oloco-oonoooo.-oc

No ........‘...."...'..‘.. 2
(2) Are you an owner or a renter?

Quner e 'ASK (a)) esentaa 1
Renter .. (ASK (B)) ws.eees 2

(a) FOR OWNERS IN APARTMENT BUILDINGS:

Is it a condominium, or is it a cooperative, or do you own the
entire building?

condo?inium "Q‘..'.‘..‘l.. l‘
Cooperative seceesscccacencs 2

Entire building eeeeecesees 3

(b) FOR HYDE PARK-KENWOOD RENTERS ONLY: OTHERWISE GO TO Q. 20.

Do you live in any kind of university housing? either staff or
student subsidized housing?

Yes sesscsato s ssvnssOsBRITE 1

NO P T T T E R E R R R AN AR 2

Uncertain ... (ASK (e¢)) ... 8

(¢) 1IF UNCERTAIN: Describe name of building or type of arrangements.

41/

42/

43/

44/

45/

46/

o
e e ST

]2~
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() ASK EVERYONE:
“ 20. In what year did you move into this (house/apartment)?
RECORD YEAR: 19 47-48/
Lived here all my life ... 85
21.

What is the toval number of people who live in your household? Please count any
boarders, any college students who live there at least part of the year, and

anyone else who normally lives there but is away now.

(Make sure you count your-—
" self.)

NOTE: IF R OWNS SINGLE FAMILY HOME, ASK Q. 22.

IF R OWNS CONDOMINIUM, COOPERATIVE, OR APARTMENT BUILDING,
GO TO Q. 23.

IF R RENTS APARTMENT, GO TO Q. 24.
IF R RENTS SINGLE FAMILY HOME, GO TO Q. 27.

| IF R OWNS SINGLE FAMILY HOME: |

22,

)

In the past two years or so, have you made any improvements or any necessary

repairs on your home? That is, such things as painting, a new roof, new storm
windows, or adding a porch or new rcom.

Yes ne oo asee (ASK A) * e w9 s d o l 51/
No

#0208 P ESEOTRBSIELLERSSOOS DY 2

A. IF YES: During the past two years, have you spent less than §$1,000, between

$1,000 and $2,000, or more than $2,000 on these improvements or

repairs?
: Less than $1,000 ...cvevne 52/
Between $1,000 and $2,000 ..
More than $2,000 .cveeveeens
NOW SKIP TQ Q. 27
| IF R OWNS CONDOMINIUM, COOPERATIVE, OR APARTMENT BUILDING: |
23, In the past two vears or so, have you made any improvements or any uecessary
repairs on your home? That is, such things as painting, new storm windows, or
modernizing your kitchen?
' YeS eeeeees (ASK A) aeveenn 1 53/

No

S0 5 9 SO0 A0S aN b EeNE NN 2

A. IF YES: During the past two years, have yéu spent less than $500, between

$500 and $1,000, or more than $1,000 on these improvements or repairs?
Less than $3500 ...ieveveenes 1 547
Between $500 and $1,000 ...., 2

More than $1,000 .......c0v0 3

NOW SKIP TO Q. 27
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- [IF

R RENTS APARTMENT:

: i dlord made any
24. As far as you know, in the past two years or so, hﬁs your lan. o
impxovemenZs in yo;r apartment or building? That is, such‘thxng§ as mode;nm:xng
your kitchen or bathroom, fixing up the public spaces, or improving sgcurlty.
Yes 69 VOO NSO OCERORORNRNISOES l 55/
No .Gl....'».lﬂ.....".....l 2
25. In the past two years or so, have you made any improvements in your apartment?
That is, such things as refinishing floors or building a closet?
Yes 8 0 08P EOLOLES RSSO QOesSESE l 56/
No @9 96800 S8 ¢85O0 S NS SETHEESESDIPES 2
" 26. Please tell me whether the following things are a big problem in your building,
somewhat of a problem, or not at all a problem.
“Big Somewhat | Not a
problem | problem | problem
(j' A. The amount of heat you get 1 P 3 57/
- in the winter
B. Roaches, mice, or rats 1 2 3 58/
C. Bad plumbing or not anough 1 2 3 59/
hot water
D. Peeling paint or loose plaster 1 2 3 60/
E. Broken windows ' 1 2 3 61/
F. Building security 1 2 3 62/

S g ST
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ASK EVERYONE:

27. Now I'd like to ask you some questions about crime. How much crime would you
say there is in your own immediate neighborhood--a lot, some, or only a little?

Alet ..... (A5K A) ....... 63/
Some .... (GO TO Q. 28) ...
Only a 1ittle(ASK A) vevenen
(TF VOLUNIEERED) .v..see.  Nom@ eeews. (ASK A) ve....

Den't know (GO TO Q. 28) ...

0 P W N

A. IF A LOT, ONLY A LIITLE, OR NONE: What do you think accounts for the fact
that there is (AMOUNT OF CRIMZ) in your

neighborhood?

64-65/
66-67/
68-69/

28, Would you say that the likelihood you will be a victim of a crime in your neigh-
borhood during the coming year is high, moderate, or low?

()

High ¢S 00 PO CETC RO OERAORETSS 40000 1 70/
Moderate LR BB B BE B Y BRSSP Ny . e 2
Low 8 800020 ¢0 00000080 LR B A 3
Dou ' t know ¢ 8 s S eLOTERNGEOETOOETS 8
29. How much information do you get about crime in your neighborhood from each of
the following sources? First, do you get a great deal of information, some in-
formation, or no information at all about crime in your neighborhood from local
neighborhood newspapers? CIRCLE ONE CODE ON EACH LINE.
Great deal Some None
A. Local community newspapets _ 1 2 3 71/
B- Conversations with neighbors 1 2 3 72/
C. Just keéping your eyas and
@\‘ ears open 1 2 3 73/
D. City newspapers, radis or o
television 1 2 3 74/
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30. Do you know of any special efforts or programs going oq‘in your neighborhood to
prevent or reduce crime? ; :

Yes ees (ASKAANDB) aBssee .1 07/
No ......I.Q.......ll.‘..... 2
IF YES:
A. What are they?
08-09/
10-11/
12-13/

B.

Do you actively participate in any of these programe?
Yes 'EEEEEREEEEENRX R R NN N NN EE N 1 '14/
No T EEEEEREENREER NN NN BN NN 2

31.

In

B.

c.

E.

F.

“ Ge

H.

I.

order to avoid crime, have you ever . . .

Yes No
avoided using public transportation «ieeeccscccse 1 2 15/
engraved identification on valuables <cceceveses 1 2 16/
arranged to go out with someone so ydu
wouldn't have to be alone when going somewhere-
in :he neighborhood ' EEEEEEXEE RN E I I I A N N B I g l 2 ‘17/
installed a burglar alarm in your home «.esceoe 1 2 18/
taken other security measures such as using
timers on your lights, putting bars omn windows,
or gdding new locks 'Y EEEFTEERENRE NN E NN NN I NI BN N RN NI NN 1 2 19/
selected a residence because of its
particular safety £eatures .eeeescesesssosscscss 1 2 20/
turned down a job because of its unsafe )
location ..."..Q.....I"..Q.'l‘......'..l.‘l..' l 2 ‘l/
kephawatChdog "....0'.........'.'...-.‘..'l'. l 2 22/

kept a gun or other weapon at home .«.ccevscances 1 2 23/

[ i

Pain
W
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32. 1Is there any area right around here--that is, within a milz--where you would be
afraid to walk alone at night? ;
Yes 2 0P R 0K PEONOCSEPIORE)OeORS 1 24/
No l..........l".‘l.!‘.‘.. 2
33. I'm going to read some statements people have made about crime. For each one
. please tell me if it's mostly true in your case or mostly false.
Mostly Mostly
true false
A. I'm often a little worried that I will
be the’ victim of a crime in my 1 2 25/
neighborhood.
B. I would probably not be afraid if a
stranger stopped me at night in my . 1 2 26/
neighborhood to ask for directionms.
C. I'm not as afraid for my own safety as 1 2
I am for the people close to me 27/
D. When I have to be away from home for a
long time, I worry that someone might 1 2 28/
try to break in.
E. When I hear footsteps behind me at
night in my neighborhood, it makes me 1 2 29/

feel uneasy.

e ot A e



~17- ' DECK 04

Now I'd like to ask you about some things that might have happened to you or to
members of your household since the baginmning of 1978. 1I'd like you to think
back to January 1978, about l4 months ago.

Since January 1978, did anvone break into your (house/apartment) or steal anything
from inside your (house/apartment)? Even someone you knew?

Yes seon (ASKAANDB) sees 1 30/

vt ma—

A. Did that happen once or more than once?
once S 6 0 0 08 2QeN B0 QCeONTOBRTES 1 . 31/

IF YES: Nc '"'-..""'"'...‘.""".. 2

‘More than once eceeesessese 2
B. Did you know the person who broke into your (house/apartment)?

Yes @SOS sPONEN ORI BOERTdRORMS l ' ' 32/
NO 6P E NI OBRSIEB OB LBENERROOS 2
Both S0 000 PsIsCacaRNORTOEUSOREBVTEN 3

Don't know IR NN NN NNEERNEEREENENNY 8

Since January of 1978, did anyone take money or other belongings from you or from
other members of your household by force? For example, did someome use a gun

or knife, or in any other way force one of you to give them something that did
not belong to them? ' Even someone you knew?

Yes ... (ASK A, B, C, D) .. 1 33/
IF YES: NO e:reevassacesesasecncanne 2
A. Did that happen to you or to someone else in your household?
Respondent .cececeevcesesssnss 1 ' 34/
Someone else sieecsccvascans .
BOtR ceevrecosssnsscanascans 3

B. Did that happen once or more than once?
once 46 00088 0S8N PE oGNS eES 1 o 35/

More than ORCE ‘eevseesevses 2

C. Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere?
In neighborhood ..eceveveseaes . 36/
Elsewhere ceecececscscasescace

Both I.;....Q."...C-.'.C.I!..

0 W N

. Don't know 69 080 SO N0 PRSBSOS SN
D. Did you/they know tha person who robbed you/them?
YES 9@ 8 0000 W9 OSOT I NS TASIBOLEOE 37/

No S s esssseessesensesREIeses e

BOth @0 S0 0B8R eV SR GECEEBLLIEOETLTETDS

DOI‘I’C know LU SURE IR BB BE R B Y I AN B I A IR )

0 LW N -

S P AL TS A e
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- 36. Other than what has been mentioned, has anyone stolen anything else from you or

someone in your household during the time since January, 1978? Perhaps a bicycle,

clothing, tools, wallet, momey, or anything else?
Yes .. (ASK A, B, C, D) ... 1

NO 00 e0adagnsts ety 2

IF YES:
A. Did that happen to you or to someone else in your household?

Respondentt ..eoceasecsccosace

—

Someone else ..eecncecccsocs
Both seeesveescaccuosacneas 3
B. Did that happen once or more than once?

OnCe coveceanvoncvenoaneens 1
) More than once .ecescecease 2

C. Did that happen in.(NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere?
. In neighborhood .ecceevevccens
Elsewhere cccessecscccscaconcs

Both 29 60900 CREOICEREIDSIOERPPESEES

0 W N

. Don't know LU B B B B BN BN B BN B AN B RN N ]
D. Did you/they know the person who stole these things?

Yes cucecessccocsccccncerss 1
NO eeceecsnanansosencacenss 2
Both <ceeevecovscsnssenvoces 3
Don't KNOW eoscscenssascass 8

38/

39/

40/

41/

42/

37. Since January, 1978, has anyone damaged or defaced the building you live in, for

e§ample, by writing on the walls, breaking windows, setting fires, or anything
like that? Yes .... (ASK A AND B) .... 1

NO PP 0G0V S OIS EOIICEBROIQOEQOEOTEEBOIREOEDO 2

IF_YES:
A. Did that happen once or more than once?

OnCe LRC R U R B BB B B A BUOE B BN B B O I O l

More than once ..cveveveees 2
B. Did you know the person who damaged your building?
YeS eeseevescosnacccscnsvevacnes 1
NG cevocecnesccscanscscsansase 2
Both ..eiviieentcaransscncenase 3
Don't KNOW .ecavesssssenscaacs 8

43/

44/

45/
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. ) . I
| ¢)  ASK EVERYONE: - -
38. Since January of 1978, was anyone in your household the victim of a rape or sexual \¢> , .
assault, even by someone she knew? . 39. Other than what you have already ment:.oned, since January, 1978, did anyone,
q 1nc1ud1ng someone you knew, use viglence against you or members of your household

Yes ...(ASK A, B, C, D) ... 1 46/ - in an argument or quarrel, or in any other way attack or assault one of you?
NQ s e NS QLI BEOEIIGREGRROEERSTBRONTS 2 : . Yes . e (ASK A’ B’ C, D) .o 1 ‘ 51/. ?
IF YES: ' ' ’ ' ‘l No .ODQ.O.'..IOI...ICG'.'.. 2 ”
A. ASK FEMALE ONLY: MALE GO TO B. : IF YES: '
icti i ber of your household? — ‘ | |
Were you the victim, or was it another mem y . A. Did that happen to you or to someone else in your household? %

1 .

Respondent toeROsLLEVNTISIBON

1 2 RBSPOndenﬁ -0-.-;-.-0........ l ' 52/.
Someone else .iceicveccnnnse

3 Someone else ..ieviieieiiie... 2
Boch 60000 O0HNOSSESNSIANSEITSIOESEOSTS

Both ..l.......'.ll.'.l.’.....»3 E

crime more than once durxng a . . {

B. Sometimes people are the victim of t?g sa:zce' . B. Did that happen once or rore thes omea? f
year. Did that happen once or more than o ‘ |

48/ . Once l--l-oop‘o-oo‘oo-u.-u‘... l 4 53/ ﬁ

OnCE 98 20 S N REsV SO RRNO NS l . . ‘ ‘

2 More than once Q.............u 2
More than once ..eeacecosa

. _ . .

} ' !

” Leavhere? . (hj - C.. Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? 4' . I

C. Did that happen in (NEIGHBORHOOD) or elsewhere? ‘ ‘ i

< totborhood . 49/ o 4 ‘ : In meighborhood ....vevtveee. 1 - 54/ '

In neig orfiloo eseesrsnecronacs B . i
Elsewhere Cecsaeretrrenesncne 2

F—W

ElseWhere Casseecacnsdonernesen 2 . ' . . ;3‘
3 BOCh o'ccoo-;asorocnnc--oynoq 3 ﬁ
BOth ceavcevsssancenvecnnannasne . j(
g Don't know ....cevveveveen... 8 . I
Don't KNOW coceeneasnsnscnccns : ' C ‘ ‘
D. Was the attacker someone you/they knew? ' 7 ’ ‘ §
. Was the attacker someome you/she knew? ' : :
D ) B . Yes .I.E.l..l..l.‘.!l......‘t. 1 ‘ 55/ . ;
®Sevs e s anenna 1- 50/ ‘ | |
Yes ssse0 00 v . Nb R R T TN 2 ;
o8 B SE OV 2 . :
No et esssvscesrnne Both A B L T 3 f
ssecscsass0s e 3 A ‘ ! L
Both *s 090000 . ; . ' Don't know Sososesrervressveren 8 {
! LRI I I A W A A X ] 8 v ’ :
Don't know .. | IF VOLUNTEERED THAT VICTIM WAS KILLED, CHECK HERE ..... /M 56/ }
N |

\‘
Rt E
i
) |
a i
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Now I have just a few questions about yourself. First, in what year were you

born?

41.

What is your religion--is it Protestant, Catholie, Jewish, Muslim, some other
religion, or no religion?
Protestant cssveesccesccssssvrasvansona Ol. 59~-60/
Catholic .eevavcccscneancacorsnsscncases 02
Jewish ceeeeeecacscconssscacsascscesaany 33
MUSLIIM  ceveevecsconcsscanasesennnesese 04

ane S8 900 L0 ELLCESELCOTIRIOENERSTOOCSOETTTYE 05

Other (SPECIFY RELIGION AND/OR
CHURCH AND DENOMINATION)

0é

42,

L7

For statistical purposes, we would like to know what racial group you belong to.
&re you black, white, hispanic, or something else?

57-38/

BLCK eesevnecsoesncncoeas L. 61/
White .... (ASR A) civeeeno 2
Hispanic ..ccecesscccncsoas 3
Other (SPECIFY)
) 4
Refused B |
Don't KOOW  cecevesveccnsess 8
A. IF WHITE:
What is your ethniec background? For example, is it Irish, Italian, Polish,
or what? '
PolisSh civeveressncencanssvacsonsenseeas OL 62-63/
TEQLlI8N eeurvensvesnnnannennnnersonases 02 ‘
IFiSR  ceeeavecascravasesncencncsasscees 03
German .cievoicecronseariccvarannrsenvase 04
Other or more than one »
(RECORD ) 05
NONE ceveeacssecarasasvnenassnsnsnncesss OB
/
i
[E— ) . }), IR | U . ——

gotten?

-22-

NOTIE EVEL «eaevoroecssssnanans
8th grade; Jr. high +.csccceee
High schicel diploma; GED ..e.e
A.A.; Junior College .eecosacee
Bo A, or Be S¢ venesvensansans
Masters ceeerccssscncsssencnes
PheDe ceeccvsnccivacnccsacanss
Degree in law or medicine ....
Other (SPECIFY)

01
02
03
04
Q5
06
Q7
08

: 09

DECKR 04

" 43. What is the highest regular school certificate, diploma, or degree that you have

64~65/

44, Llast week were ydu working full time, part time, keeping house, or what?

CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY. IF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST |

CODE NUMBER THAT APPLIES AND RECORD OTHER RESPONSES VERBATIM.

A.

Working full time (35 hours or more) ..

‘Working part time (1-34 hours) ..ieceaes

With a job, but not at work because of
illness, vacation, strike .. (ASK A) .

Unemployed, laid off, looking
for work "0 &0 @8 9 eSS ST RO CESy (ASK A) L]

Retired

$ 5 00 2 E0EBORIYEBTLIRIGRTSSIERIREOROEOES

In school only .... (SKIP TO Q. 46) ....

Keeping house only (SKIP T0 Q. 46) ....

Other (SPECIFY)

-

IF NOT WORKING AT PRESENT:

When you do work, is that usually full time or part tire?

Full time et a0 s et RIS
Part time e O PeEQsEER PO QA

Varies LI NS SR SR A S B SR A A N X

ol

02

03

04
05
06
07

08

1
2

3

66-67/

68/
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J . . ‘ , . shat is (was) vour % 47. What is the highest regular school certificate, diploma, or degree that your
<i~45. A tht kigddgf ;;rﬁogg ¥§ZN(g§g §8§ nzgﬁai;géngAINIggg ézﬁE?ha 1 0 l husband/wife (or the person you're living with) has ever gotten?
job calle _ ’ MALN JOB , | ) |
. - : . None ever #0008 scosvrnvesennnan Ol 08-—09/
OCCUPATION: 69-73/ i 8th 8rade; Jrl high S0 0sertaa . ' 02
) ' High school diploma; GED ..... 03
IF NECESSARY, ASK: What are (were) some of your main duties? What do (did) . b.A.; Junior college ...... 04 :
you actually do in that job? ; cesessas

- B.AO or BUS- Per02s0 00 casesnnns 05

Masters C.l'l.l.....!‘l..."l. 06

Ph.D- 'l....l..l.'.l."...ll.' 07
Degree in law or medicine cess 08
Other (SPECIFY)

09

B. Where is your (main) place of work? Is it in (NEIGHBORHOOD), downtown Chicago,

elsewhere in Chicago, in the suburbs, or where? ‘ 48. Last week was he/she working full time, part time, keeping house, or what? CIRCLE
ONE CODE ONLY. TIF MORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO SMALLEST CODE NUMBER
(NEIGHBORHOOD) ¢veveeeneoss 1 74/ \» THAT APPLIES AND RECORD OTHER RESLONSES VERBATIM.
Downtown Chicago .eeeeseess 2 (tD Working full time . (35 hours or more) oo 01 10~11/
(j Elsewhere in Chicago ...... 3 ‘Working part time . (1-34 hours) R
Suburbs .iiiiieiiiirennice. & With a job, but not at work because of
' illness, vacation, strike .. (ASK 4A) .. 03
Other (SPECIFY) .
: . Unemployed, laid off, looking
5 for work I......l.ﬂ...l‘..' (ASK A) e 04
R&tirEd Oll‘el‘.!.'.Ql...ll!oe‘l.l.l‘..‘05
BEGIN DECK 05 In school only .... (SKIP TO Q. 50) ....06
ASK. EVERYONE Keeping house only . (SKIP T0 Q. 50) esea 07
46. What is your current marital status? Are you married, living with someone, widowed, Other (SPECIFY)
divorced, separated, or have you never been married?
07/ | o %
Married -.l..‘ll'!.‘.QlllQ."' l\ " 'v
: I A. IF NOT WORKING AT PRESENT:
Living with someone .......... 2 When he/she does work, is that usually full time or part time?
Widowed Soteisncnn e 3 ' \ Full time ...“.l'l."!.'.. 1 lz/
\ SKIP i ~ ’
Dlvorced MR 1!0 v 4 ] (g:o Part time .Ql‘..'i.i..it‘z’l' 2
C SeparaCEd ferrer e Q.so s 5 ; Varies .I‘l..'...'...ll‘.ll 3
e o
Never been married. ses B :

1
M ST
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25 ; DECK 05 ~ -26- , DECK 05

(i ; . . : e ASK _EVERYONE:
\_'49, A. What kind of work does he/she (did he/she normally) do? That is, what is () ASK _EVERYONE . . . L
: s : JOB, ASK ABOUT MAIN JOB HERE. , _ 50. Do you have any children under 19 living at home with you? This includes adopted
(was) his/her job called? IF MORE THAN ONE ! — . children, foster children, and children from a previous marriage. .
YeS LN NN ] (ASK A) s esnseann 1 19/
OCCUPATION: 13-17/

No «.o. (SKIP TO Q. 56) ... 2
A. IF YES: I'm interested in the ages of your children and where they go to school.
. . . ' First, how old is the oldest child living at home with you?
SK : duties? What does 5L, g y
IF NECESSARY, ASK: ?gég)“;g,gzzrzltiiti °§ohi§/2§§=“§i§z e (RECORD AGE. IF 5 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, ASK B. CONTINUE FOR
i y do REMAINING CHILDREN.) .

A. |IF 5 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, ASK:

Age of child B. What is the name of the school this child attends?
(IF 5 YEARS OF AGE _ '

OR OLDER, ASK B)

lo 20_21, lw ) 22—24/
2. _ 25~26/ 2. , 2729/
) 3. 30-31/ 3. | _ . 32-34/
B. Where is his/her (main) place of work? Is it in (NEIGHBORHOOD), downtown . 4. 35-36/ 4. 37-39/
Chicago, elsewhere in Chicago, in the suburbs, or where? . 5. _ 40-41/ 5. | | | wotite)
(NEIGHBORHOOD) +evvvonsosss 1 18/ 6. __ 45-46/ 6. , 47-49/
(' Downtown Chicago scecceesss 2 ) — . 54./
' () 8. __ 55-56/ 8. | 57-59/
Elsewhere in Chicago «.eee. 3 ]
. IF MORE THAN EIGHT CHILDREN, ENTER # OF ADDITIONAL CHILDREN | ! 60/
suburbs 200 8P OB RO SOIER S OO oS 4 ) ‘ M
Other (SPECIFY) IF NO CHILDREN 5 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER, SKIP TO Q. 56 l
5 C. I'm going to read a list of statements that apply to some fanilies with school

age children. Please tell me if each statement is mostly true or mostly false
in your family.

Mostly | Mostly a N;?_'
true false PP L1
cable

1) My children are not allowed to watch tele-
vision until their homework is done on 1 2 3 61/
school nights.

2) There are certain areas in the neighborhood

‘ where my children are not allowed to walk. 1 2 3 62/
3) I worry about my children's safety at school. 1 2 3 63/
4) My children are allowed to go to the park 1 2 3
without adult supervision. ) 64/
5) My children stay up as late as they want to .
on weekends. ’ 1 2 3 . 65/

i 5) I know the parents of most of my children's

(j i (:D £riends. . 2 3 - 65/

7) I worsy about my children getting involved 1 2 3 67/
in gangs.

8, I= frizhtens me when my children are iate . )
4 ]
gatting honme and don't call me.

2 3 68/

e e e e ST T S BT 7




(? 51. Have you heard abqut the Access to Excellence program in the city of Chicago?

Yes ¢S N GG s O EPETRRESSISERLERESCED l 69/
No .. (SKIP TO Q. 56) .. 2
52. Is your child (are any of'your children) in an Access to Excellence program?
YES soes (ASK A) sasesde 1 70/
No ... (SKIP TO Q. 56) .. 2
A. IF YES: What program is that? CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODES.
Preschool Program ..oeececscscsscrescsaae 0Ol 71-72/
Pasic Skills Program .eccecevesscssvssocense .02 73=74/
BEGIN DECK 06
Classicai SChOOIS e s s cessscr B esReRRR e 03 07-08/
Elementary School Language Center +.e.sse 04 09-10/
CED.tel'S fO'L‘ Languages s s s BN BTOISTOEIOECOETRTOGYE 05 11-12/
High School Bilingual Center .essceeeesss 06 13-14/
High School Performing and Creative "y
i Arts Ceuters e esrsncarN eI eI OOEROETRIONONYN 07 ls 1/0/
<“ Career Development Centers cecsesscescess 08 17-18/.
Technical Centers--High Schools «eeevseee 09 19-20/
City-wide Permissive Enrollment ...eeeeee 10 21-22/
District selected programs ...ssecesesess 1l 23-24/
Advanced placement ..ccesceccscscssaccses 12 25-26/
on Humboldt Child Parent Center ..eceee. 13 27~-28/
Other (SPECIFY)
14 29-30/
Don't know ' EEEEEREEEREENEEEE NI NI I S A I BRI N 98 31-32/

53. How satisfied are you with the Access to Excellence program? Are you very satis-

p . e A g e
fied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

Very satisfied ..icevecscvccnsn

Somewhat satisfied +eiecceeaccns

1
2
Somewhat dissatisfied ...eceeae 3
Very dissatisfied «.eveacseesee &

8

(ij DOn't KNOW cecoesvsosanvenoaveca

33/

s

()

E L L i My Bt

~28- DECK 06

54. Here are some ways the Access to Excellence program might affect your child/

children. First, in helping your child to learn more quickly--is the program
having a great effect, a moderate effect, hardly any effect, or no effect at all?

-y Hardly Don't .
Great |Moderate any None know I
A.. Helping your child to
learn more quickly l 2 3 4 8 34/
ETdipelping your child to under=
stand students of other 1 2 3 4 8 35/
cultural backgrounds
C. Helping your child to learnm
to work with other races L 2 3 4 8 36/
D. Allowing you to play a
more active role in school 1 2 3 4 8 37/
E. Preparing your child for a .
future occupation 1 2 3 4 8 38/
F. Improving your child's
speaking ability 1 2 3 4 8 39/

55.

Last year, did (your child/all your children) attend the same school(s) they do
now?

Yes ... (GO TO Q. 38) ... 1 40/
NO "o e (ASK A) em e s e 2

A. IF DIFFERENT SCHOOLS, ASK FOR EACH:

I'd like to know what schools they attended. First, (the child/the oldest

child) who goes to (NAME OF SCHOOL IN Q. 50) went to what school last year?
(GO DOWN THE LIST) ‘

Child/oldest child in Q. 50 1.

41-43/
(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR)

Second oldest in Q. 50 2. 44-46/
(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR)

Third oldest in Q. 50 3. 47-49/
(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR)

Fourth oldest in Q. 50 o b 5G--52/

(RECORD SCHOOL ATTENDED LAST YEAR)




8 h

(" ASK_EVERYONE:

56. Please tell me which
and other deductionms
between $10,000 and 530,000,

_IF EXACTLY $10,000, CIRCLE 2
A. Less than $10,000

B.

c.

D.

$30,000 or more

w20

category raprasen
during 1978.
or was it $30,000 o

0 AND 21; IF EXACTLY $30,000, CIRCLE 30 and 31.
9.'....... lo

(IN

ts your family's tot
CLUDE ALL SOURCES)
r more?

lo.lu.n'..c..!.n.o'uo'Icon.'

Was it between $5,000 and $10,0007?

Between $10,000 and $30,000

Yes

No

Refuged

..-.-ea.ue.c-o-.o’cnoo ll

...D..Ql.lll'l".t'..l 12

‘odwo.ococo.oo.olo 17

.o..n.oﬂl.o..l.-o.noton.oo.o 20

Was it between $10,000 and $20,000?

Yes

No

esoassssoens

00‘.0.'0..-1...00

se s e 21
esnease ey 22

REfUSQd ceoeossvePee s oS 27

.l.'o.ottloln.ooln.u.

Was it between $30;000 and $40,0007

Yes
No
Refused

Refused llotcl-oo.tccc.-.0-0....0-0-.--ll-oqoou.-tnt‘

30

31
32

OO..'OQ..O..QQ... 37

LN 97

DECK 06

al income before taxes
Was it less than $10,000,

53-54/

57. I am now going to T
Would you tell me
or disagree strongl

A.

whether you agree
with each of t

ead a number of sta

tements dealing with bel
ongly, agree somewhat,

strongly

hese statements?

.

jefs and feelings.

disagree gomewhat,

agree

Strongly Agree

somewhat

Disagree
somewhat

Strongly
disagree

Don't
know

13

Everytime L try to get
ahead something or
gsomebody stops me.

4

55/

Everything changes so’
quickly these days that
I often have troublie
deciding which are the
right rules.

56/

c.

Planning only makes a
person unhappy, since
plans hardly aver
work out anyway.

57/

On the whole, I am
satisfied with myself.

58/

People were better off in
the old days when everyone
knew just how he was
expected to act.

59/

SN DUV VPR

-30~
3 I - DECK 06
. n general, do you favor or oppose th i i
B T avoT T gglauae?e busing of school children from one district

FaVO‘r LI RN BN ST B B NN BN S S AY B N AN O 1 60/
Oppuse .. (SKIP TO Q. 60) . 2
Don't KNOW <vecseccccescncsee 8

59.

Would you yourself favo 2 s .
balance? r or oppose the busing of your children to achieve racial

FaVOL' (AR NEENENEREEEEEEEN NN l 61/

OPPOSE desse0 000 0scs0vRNOO 2

Don't know

devsesrseIevsvassse 8

60.

I am going to read some statement
s that people have made about wha
2ad _sta t ha
;12::ebtai§ fam%lles wove into an all white neighborhood. For each st22:::nzhen
ell me if you think it's mostly true or mostly false ’

Mostly | Mostly.| Don't
true 2lse know

A. When a few black families move into an

all white neighborhood, they ‘

.u§ually have the same income and educa- 1
tion as the people who live there.

2,
(o]

62/

b 4]

. When a.few black families move into an
all white neighborhood, realtors 1

urge the people who live there to move, 2 8 63/

C. When aqfew b;ack families move into an
all white neighborhood, the black

 families are often harrassed and 1 2 8 64/
attacked.

D. When a fev black families move iniéo
an all white neighborhood, crime 1

rates usually go up. 2 8 . 65/

E. When a few black families move intd an

all white neighborhood, property values 1 2

are sure to go down. 8 66/

T T T I R N




=31~ DECK 06

(ﬂ* 6l. Thinking about the races of the people who live in (NEIGHBORHOOD)--that is, whether
R they're black, white, or hispanic--would you say the racial composition is pretty
stable, or would you say the racial composition is changing?
Stable ....e;.... 1 67/
Changing tesacecae’

Don't know .eev... 8

Thank you very much for your help. I just have one more question we have to ask for
statistical purposes.

62. Please tell me, are there any other telephones in your household that have a
different phone number than this one?

Yes ..... (ASK A AND B) ... 1 68/

NO Ce sV 0V LeDNROORISTSITRTOEBNBIAESEBLOTE 2

IF YES:

A. Hov »any different numbers are there?

One LA AL B N I N R I A N I I I T Y 1 69/
( More Chan one tsoevsseceveare 2

B. What is that/are those number(s)?

63. DATE OF INTERVIEW

Month: February .oceeeeee. 2 70/
March e 8 e Q * e 6 0 000 3
Apri 1 ® 9 8 00N N O RN e e 4
Day: 71-72/
64. INTERVIEWER ID NUMBER 73-74/

T e e, >

,,,,,
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FI1ELD

COMPUTER
CODE CODE
11 Fl
12 F2
13 F3
21 cl
22 c2
23 c3
31 Al
32 A2
41 Rl
42 R2
43 R3
44 R4
45 RS
51 sl
52 52
53 S3
54 84

SHOPPING STRIP QUALITY RATING INSTRUMENT

BUSINESS TYPE

FINANCIAL:

BANKS AND SAVINGS AND LOANS
CURRENCY EXCHANGES :
FINANCE COMPANIES (HFC, other companies)

CHAIN STORES:

CHAIN FOOD STORES (A&P, Jewel, etc.) i.e. supermarkets

OTHER CHAIN STORES (Ace Hardware, Wickes Furniture,
Carpetland, Zayre, Community, Woolworth's,
Walgreen's, Osco, Hallmark, Casual Cormer,
etc.) LIST IF IN DOUBT.

DEPARTMENT STORES: (Marshall Field, Wieboldt's,
Goldblatt's, Sears, Penmny's) LIST ALL OTHERS.

AUTOMOTIVE:

GAS/REPAIR/MOTORCYCLES
CAR SALES

RECREATION:

LIQUOR STORES/BARS/COCKTAIL LOUNGES

RESTAURANTS (sit-down)

CHAIN RESTAURANTS (McDonald's, Arthur Treacher's, Pizza
Hut

TAKE-QUTS (&ith 1ittle or mo room to eat in store)

OTHER RECREATION (theaters, bowling alleys, etc.) Also
VFW, Eagles, pPosts.

OTHER STORES:

NON-CHAIN FOOD STORES (bakeries, Mom & Pop, fish markets,
produce, etc.) ‘

SERVICES (shoe repair, cleaners, appliance repair,
tailors, barbers, beauticians, photography
studios, sign painters, printers, travel agency,
newspaper distribution centers, caterers,
aluminum siding, business machine sales and
service)

RETAIL I: (clothing, shoes, jewelry, sporting goods,
office supplies, florists, non-porno books,
pets, camera shops, coin shops, drug stores,
art galleries) |

RETAIL II: (non-chain card shops, records, Head
stores", wigs, souvenirs, non-chain trinkets)
LIST IF IN DOUBT.

COMPUTER FIELD

CODE CODE BUSINESS TYPE
61 Ul USED CLOTHING, SECOND-HAND STORES, PAWNSHOPS
62 U2 UNDESIRABLES (pormo shops, reader-advisor, massage parlors,

coin amusements) -

OTHER LAND USE:

71 ol PUBLIC (Postloffice, Board of Education public schools,
ward offices, welfare agencies, public clinics)
72 . 02 PROFESSIONAL/OFFICE: (medical/dental/optical, clinics

1f private, legal offices, accountants, insurance,
real estate, vocatlonal/dance/driving schools,
contractors, union headquarters, funeral homes)

73 03 CHURCH: (dnclude parochial schools)
74 04 STORE FRONT CHURCHES
75 05 ) FACTORY/WAREHOUSE/WHOLESALE DISTRIBUTORS
76 06 PRIVATE DWELLING
77 07 STOREFRONT~-DWELLING (storefront converted to private
dwelling on 1lst floor)
78 08 VACANT BUILDING
79 09 : OTHER (list)
LAND:
81 L1 . ALLEYS
82 L2 VACANT LOT (unpaved)
83 L3 PARKING LOT/GARAGE (paved or gravelled)
84 L4 PARK/PLAYLOT
85 L5 , SIDE YARDS TO DWELLINGS
99 99 UNKNOWN

CODING POINTIS

BURGLAR BARS: (do not include silver alarm tape)

BROKEN/BOARDED WINDOWS OR DOORS, BROKEN OR CARDBOARD SIGNS, (identifying the store)

LITTER: More than 6 pieces of litter on street and sidewalk in front of store, or
at least 2 pieces, one of which is larger than a newspaper.

LIQUOR BOTTLES OR CANS: (may be broken or crushed) COUNT IF IN GUTTER, TOO!

SPECTAL IMAGE FEATURES: Special decorative lights, sidewalks; landscaping/trees
the whole block or major part of it; central square in middle of street,

uniform exterior decoration/lack of extending signs; block is part of
a shopping mall.

SIDEWALK/STORE INTEGRATION: Outside stands, racks; open doors

Count private dwelling only if living space on ground floor OR if entry takes up
space to an entire storefront. ’

Do not count parking lots behind stores or those in front of supermarkets. Count
only if the parking lot is between stores.

Include the 2 blocks contiguous (ending) to each end of the shopping strip —-
even 1f less than 75% business.,

Count the one store on side streets.

Don't count back and side yards of houses on side streets as to litter and graffiti,

but do count the distance in determining if the block is more than
75% business.

Don't count the side of corner businesses for litter and graffiti unless the

business district extends up that side street for at least one more
store.




STORE CODE

CODE SHEET

SHOPPING STRIP QUALITY RATING INSTRUMENT

Street Name:

Block:

Time and Date:

BURGLAR BARS

DETERIORATION

BROK.

WINDW.|
DOORS | GRAF, |LITTER| CANS/BOTTLES

STOREFRONT
SIZE
2-3 | 4t

STORE| FOR.
REHAB | LANG.

Number of times questioned:
Special Image features (list):
Sidewalk/Store integration (list):

Comments on people:

COMMENTS - BLOCK CEARACTERISTICS

Other Comments: '

et AL

7o

e o e
B e e,

O

A e e e
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HOﬁSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD APPEARANCE RATING INSTRUMENT: KEY

A, TYPE OF STRUCTURE

1.

LAND USE

1l = Single~family home, either attached or detached (D)

2 = 2-6 flat (¥) . ‘

3 = Multiple-uuit dwelling of more than 6 units MuD)

4 = Vacant lot

5 = Park/playlot/garden

6 = Store/store with apartments above

7 = School

8 = Church » i .
9 = Office, public/professicnal/private; institutions (e.g,, hospital)
10 = Industrial/warehouse/factory '
11l = Parking lot (paved) “ '
12 = Buillding facing other street (do not rate further)
13 = Side yard, bBack yard, other yard (rate condition of grounds items)

14 = Alley, private street (rate for litter only; code under "Parkway')
15 = Gas station/other automotive -

20 = Other (Iist on back]

97 = Not ascertained/not visible

’

NOTE: For all remaining items, code 7 if feature is not present

T ———

2,

3.

or not visible.

FRONT WALL MATERTAL

1 = Brick or stone

2 = Siding, shingles, or stucco
3 = Mixture of 1 and 2

4 = Concrete

5 = Other (list on back)

REHABILITATION '

1 = Building permit is visible or there is other evidence
of work being done on property, including the presence
of workmen, ladders, or stacks af Building materials.
Do mot code routine yard work, e

ABANDONMENT :
1 = Building is boarded up, burned out, partially demolished,
has an FBI sign, or has all windows broken out,

()

O

€

REY - page 2

B.

CONDITION 2% STRUCTURE

l.

2.

3.

3.

6.

7.

8.

ROOF :
1 = Missing material 1 foot in any direction

FACADE

1 = Absent or peeling paint or flaking stucco over 25% of an area
One patch missing material 6" by 6" or 1 foot in any direction
Three patches missing material 3" by 3" or 6" in any direction
Misalignment of balconies

WINDOW TRIM _

1 = Absent or peeling paint on 257 of windows '
Chunk of window sill or window ornamentation missing ~ 6" by 6"
Shutter or awning missing or broken - collapsed, hanging, misaligned

WINDOW GLASS
1l = For D, one Pane broken or boarded up
For F/MUD, 257 of panes broken or boarded up

INSIDE WINDOWS

1 = For D, one window makeshift covered or 50% of windows bare
For F, one flat's windows makeshift covered or 50% of windows bare
For MUD, 50% of windows makeshift covered or bare

ENTRYWAY ‘

1 = Absent or peeling paint over 25% of an area
Broken or missing steps
Chunk of missing material 6" by 6"
Misalignment of porch
Broken railings or awnings
Broken door

PATHWAYS :
1 = Chunk of concrete missing 1 foot in any direction
Grass or weeds growing 10" or higher between segments

JERRY-BUTLT REPAIRS .
1 = Sloppy or non-matched repair, 1 foot in any direction



Yooy

KEY - page 3

C. CONDITION OF GROUNDS

1.

3.

5.

6.

7.

NEGLECT
1 = Gracs or weeds 10" high over 257 of area
Bare spot over 25% of area

LANDSCAPING AND DECCRATION
1l = Cleared beds with flowers, plants, pieces of bark, or colored
pebbles ‘ .
Flowérboxes or planters with intentional plants
Pruned bushes showing design in placement (see specs)
Lawn ornaments such as statues or birdbaths :

LITTER ON LAWN .
1 = 3-6 pieces of size 2" by 2"
2 = 7 or more pleces 2" hy 2"

CANS ON LAWN
1 = 1 beer can or liquor bottle

LARGE LITTER ON LAWN
1 = 1 abandoned large object

LITTER ON PARKWAY .
1l = 3-6 pieces of size 2" hy 2"
2 = 7 or more pieces 2" by 2"

CANS ON PARKWAY AND IN GUTTER
1 = 1 Beer can or liquor bottle

LARGE LITTER ON PARKWAY AND IN GUTTER
1 = 1 abandoned large object

D, BLOCK-LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS

Record anything unusual or noteworth

particularly in regard to the following items;

1.

2.

Physical characteristics - distinctive topography, housing stock,
or ornamentation

Social characteristics - presence of block-club signs, unusual kinds
© or levels of activity

Impressions - record any unusual questigns, reactions, or happenings;

note if rater's subjective impressions of black appearance do not
seem to correspond to its rating

y at the bottom of the coding sheet,

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD‘APPEARANCE RATING INSTRUMENT

CODING SPECIFICATIONS

A. TYPE OF STRUCTURE

1. Land use

2.

T e e e

according to number of units,

Iwo-six flat -~ includes two-story houses desi
gned for occupa
by two families, as are common in Back of the Yards. Fancy

Multiple-unit dwelling —- includes the type of building, whether

Unpaved lots used for parking are included here. Vacant lots
should be rated on large litter and Parkway items ONLY,

Land uses 5-20 should be rated ‘on whichever instrument items
apply -~ be sure to code 7 for any items which do not apply.

Code 12 when a building‘fécing another street abuts the streat.

Si@e yard - includes yaxrds of buildings facing another street
énd yards which do not clearly belong to any particular structure.
Side yards which do belong to a particular structure should he
considered along with the rest of its.grounds.

Front wall material

In determining the composition of the front exterior wall

exclude
entryways, foundations, eaves, window trims. If the struétur; is
clearly 752 category 1 or 75% category 2, code as such, Mixture
of 1 and 2 (category 3) means less than 75% of each material,



SPECS - page 2

3y Rehabilitation

This item is intended to pick up ongoing maintenance and .
rehabhilitation activity. If it is ambiguous whether work is
ongoing or not, score the building for rehabilitation and make a
note on the back of the exact address to permit checking laterx.

Do not score for rehab if.someone is removing dirt (washing windows,
sweeping steps, etc.), although sandblasting would count. Do not
score large litter if it is clearly rehab-related.

4. Abandonment

Do not code MUDs with some occupants remaining or buildings that
are being reclaimed and undergoing rehabllitation. Do not rate
. abandoned buildings on any succeeding items - except parkway items.

B. CONDITION OF STRUCIURE

There are eight components to this item. Because our interest
is in appearance, the general coding criterion is to code what you can
see. This does not mean craning, peering under bushes, etec., to capture
each and every little defect; rather, the method of looking should
generally be that of the "sweeping glance". The size, proportion, and
number guidelines that have been provided should generally be considered
the lower limits of what to code — we don't want a single bullet hole,
for example, even if some of you eagle-eyes can spot it. Similarly, 1f you
have to spend more than a few seconds deciding whether an item 1s big enough
to count, it isn't; and if you find only one borderline flaw with one part
of a building feature, don't count it. Exceptions to and clayifications of
these general instructions will be provided in the specs for the individual
items. '

*

1. Roof

Rate the main roof of the building if any part of it dis visible.
Do not consider the porch roof here unless it is an extension of

the main roof.
2. Facade

Facade is the front exterior wall(s) of the building parallel

to the public sidewalk. The facade includes the soffits of the
roof and that portion of the exterior wall which forms the

back of the porch. The facade also includes balconies which

are not part of the entryway. The facade does not include roofs,
windows, entryways, or foundations.

Absent or peeling paint means paint which is damaged such that
the material underneath is visible over 25% of the affected
portion of the facade.

P
s
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Missing material includes both the outer wall covering material
and the ormamentation frequently found on brick ox stome Fs

and MUDs. Do not, however, include ornamentation around
windows and doors -~ these will be picked up later. The
material may be completely missing or deeply eroded.

Misalignment means obvious croockedness, sloping, or sagging -
one end is 1 foot higher than the other or sagging in the
middle so as to form a U-shape.

3. Window trim

A window is affected by peeling paint if the matarial underneaﬁh
is visible along one whole side of the window. Do not consider
basement windows.

4. Window glass

Do not consider basement windows. Broken means that a plece
of glags larger than a bullet hole is missing. Do not count
windows that are cracked, taped, or covered with plastie
unless missing glass is visible.

5. Inside windcws

Do not consider basement, attic, and sunporch windows.

Makeshift covered means covered inside with newspaper, a torn
sheet, etc. Bare means no curtailn, shade, blind, plants, etc.,
are visible. This item is intended to pick up vacancy or lack

of concern about appearance. If a structure, particularly a house,
technically qualifies to be scored on this item while it clearly
does not indicate vacancy or lack of concern, do not count.

6. Entryway

Entryway means all building parts which one must cross aver
and/or pass through to get from the pdath to the inside of the
bpilding and which, taken together, form a whole. Thus, an
entryway may include a porch, stoop, or landing; have stairs;
or consist simply of a door. Include porch ceiling and roof
unless it is an extension of the main roof -- then rate under
"Roof". Rate any portion of the entryway visible from the
sidewalk, even if it is on the side of the building.

‘Missing material can be any type of material ~- roof shingles,
concrete from the landing, wood from a wall, etec. Exception —-
do not code missing material for staps unless a whole step is
broken or missing. Do not code missing material for removable
items such as porch furniture -- code only for permanent

" building parts.
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Misalignment is as defined above for facade. Count severely
rippled or wavy porch roofs as milsaligned.

* Broken door includes broken door frame and broken glass in or
next to the door. :

7. Pathways

Pathways are those portions of the concrete walkway (s)

leading from the public sidewalk up to the building. Rate
walkways leading to the back and driveways only if the building
has no walkway up to its main entrance.

Missing concrete may be completely absent or deeply eroded.

8. Jerry~built repairs

Slo repairs includes smeared cement as a consequence of

bad tuckpointing, etc. Non-matched repairs includes red bricks
on a yellow building, etc. Count only mismatching where '
approximate matching would have been feasible — not, for
example, slight differences in color of bricks. Do not count
repairs using appropriate materials which are neat but unpdinted.

C. CONDITION OF GROUNDS

For items 1-5, rate the area from the inner edge of the public
sidewalk to the structure. Item 6 is to be rated for the area from
the inner edge of the sidewalk to the curb; for items 7 and 8, include
the gutter also. If the property is bounded by a hedge or a fence, count
litter outside it with the parkway and consider only the area inside the
hedge or fence as the lawn. For MUDs with just a small concrete apron
between the structure and the public sidewalk; record a 7 for neglect and
count litter on the apron with the parkway.

1. Neglect

Do not count cleared areas of beds as bare spots.

2. Landscaping and decoration

Do not consider the parkway on this item. Do not count beds
overgrown with weeds or flowers growing randomly. Do not
count bushes along the foundation of the structure unless they
are set off by bricks, stones, etc. Do not count privet hedges
- 1f they are the only items present; but other specles of hedge
and individual bushes in beds count. Do not count vegetable
gardens. Because buildings without lawns still have the opportunity
to score on this item, it should never be coded as 7 under normal
circumstances. '
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‘3. Litter on lawvm

*. Be sure to include lar i
ge refuse like newspa er
etc., and cans in the count of pieces of Eigtei’ paper bags,

4. Large litter : '

Large litter includes non-~combustible A
refrigerators, tires, furniture, and aézzsgniékzamattresses,
'be recognized by missing license Plates
missing tires, two or more tickets. ’
which is rehab-related.

rs, which can’
two or more flat or
Do not count large litter

DT BLOCR-LEVEL CHARACTERISTICS

1. Physical characteristics

Distinctive topo raphy includes such facts ag that the block

:: & cul-de~sac, abuts railroad tracks,
c.

Distinctive bousing stack mea
. ns that the buildings differ’
those of adjacent areas in their age, material, fr archzzefzgiel

is located atop a hill,

igigtical light fixtures, bright Paint, trendy large house
ers, etc.; which are common to or prevalent on the whole block

2. Social characteristics

Record the text of block~club
rules of the block). ub signs (name of block club and

Unusual k%nds or levels of activity includes numbersAof
People loitering, sitting on stoops, working on lawms
*

out windows, children Playing in the street, etc, Leaning

3. Impressions

Raters should no

te if they fe '
behind windows, 7 feel eyes staring at them from

even if no one appears to question them.

emy
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B Distinctive ornamentation includes items like brick sidewalks
y
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(street)

(block)

(side)

(day)

(month/date)

(time)

(# questions)

1-16/

17-25/

TYPE OF STRUCTURE

CONDITION OF STRUCTURE

CONDITION OF GROUNDS

Land
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Wall

Rehab

Aban| |Roof

Win
Fac {Tri

dow | Window
m (Glass

Ins
Window

Entry

Jerry
Paths| Bullt

Neglect

Land-
scape
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Lawn:
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TYPE OF STRUCTURE

CONDITION OF STRUCTURE

CONDITION OF GROUNDS

Land
Use | Walll Rehabj Aban} | Roof] Fac

Window]| Window

Tri

m |Glass

Ins

Windo

wIEntry
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Built
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Land-—

Lawn:

scape| Litter| Cans

Larxge

Parkway:
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Large
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